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Abstract  

This dissertation aims to advance knowledge on the contours of pre-

carious employment (PE) as a social determinant of health by devel-

oping, validating, and evaluating the association with mental health 

of a novel measure of PE in Europe. A multidimensional summative 

scale conceptually grounded on the Employment Precariousness 

Scale (EPRES) was built drawing on the European Working Condi-

tions Survey-2015. Such scale, (namely, EPRES-E) consists of 13 

items sorted into six dimensions (temporariness, vulnerability, dis-

empowerment, exercise of rights, wages, and unpredictability of 

working times). The proposed structure proved to be valid first in 

Spain and, thereafter, in Austria, Belgium, Croatia, Denmark, Fin-

land, France, Germany, Greece, Ireland, Italy, Lithuania, Luxem-

bourg, the Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Slovakia, Slove-

nia, Sweden, Switzerland and the UK. Accordingly, the role of wel-

fare states in the relationship between EPRES-E and poor mental 

health was tested in these countries, both among women and men. 

Consistent associations were found in all genders and welfare states 

analyzed. Besides, Central-Eastern welfare states were found to ag-

gravate the abovementioned relationship among women, compared 

to their counterparts in continental welfare states. No differences 

were found among men, though. 
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Resum 

Aquesta tesi té com a objectiu avançar en el coneixement sobre la 

configuració de la precarietat laboral (PL) com a determinant social 

de la salut desenvolupant, validant i avaluant l'associació amb salut 

mental d'una nova mesura de PL a Europa. Es va construir una escala 

sumativa multidimensional basada conceptualment en l'Escala de 

Precarietat Laboral (EPRES) a partir de l'Enquesta Europea de Con-

dicions de Treball-2015. Aquesta escala, (és a dir, EPRES-E) consta 

de 13 ítems ordenats en sis dimensions (temporalitat, vulnerabilitat, 

desapoderament, exercici de drets, salaris, i imprevisibilitat dels 

temps de treball). L'estructura proposada va demostrar ser vàlida pri-

mer a Espanya i, després, a Àustria, Bèlgica, Croàcia, Dinamarca, 

Finlàndia, França, Alemanya, Grècia, Irlanda, Itàlia, Lituània, Lu-

xemburg, Països Baixos, Noruega, Polònia, Portugal, Eslovàquia, Es-

lovènia, Suècia, Suïssa i el Regne Unit. En conseqüència, es va ana-

litzar el paper dels estats del benestar en la relació entre la EPRES-E 

i la mala salut mental en aquests països, tant en dones com homes. Es 

van trobar associacions consistents en tots els gèneres i estats del 

benestar analitzats. A més, es va trobar que els estats del benestar del 

centre-est accentuaven la relació esmentada entre les dones, en com-

paració amb les seves homòlogues dels estats del benestar continen-

tals. No es van trobar diferències entre els homes, però.



 

 

  



 

 
xv 

Preface 

The focus of this dissertation falls within the intersection of two re-

search lines of the Research Group on Health Inequalities, Environ-

ment, Employment Conditions Network (GREDS-EMCONET), of 

the Department of Political and Social Sciences, Universitat Pompeu 

Fabra. These are “Precariousness, Employment Conditions, and 

Work” and “Social Determinants of Health and Intersectionality”. 

Accordingly, it is embedded in an interdisciplinary research field de-

voted at understanding the role of the configuration of employment 

relationships in the production of social inequalities in health.  

Interest in adverse employment relationships in general, and in pre-

carious employment in particular, as social determinants of health 

and health inequalities has grown rapidly in the last decades among 

academics, public health institutions and politicians. Recurring eco-

nomic crises, globalization processes, and outstanding technological 

innovations, which had far-reaching implications in the configuration 

of labor markets, deepened such interest, accentuating already com-

pelling demands for more comprehensive labor policies that promote 

the health and well-being of workers. However, theory-based 

measures of precarious employment that allow the monitoring of the 

phenomenon and assessment of current policies at a cross-national 

level are scarce and exert limited influence on policy practice.  

Building on the experience of GREDS-EMCONET in conceptualiz-

ing and operationalizing precarious employment from an occupa-

tional and public health perspective, this dissertation aims to add to 
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this strand of research by developing and empirically validating a 

theoretically sound measure that can be used for comparative analy-

sis in multiple European countries. That being so, it attempts to pro-

vide analysts, policymakers and other active agents in the design, im-

plementation, and evaluation of employment and health policies with 

tools to advance towards more equitable and healthy labor markets.  

This work was supported by the Spanish Ministry of Science, Inno-

vation and Universities under Grant Agreements Nº CSO2016-

79103R and Nº BES2017-080100 (AEI/FEDER, UE). Additionally, 

the European Union’s Horizon 2020 research and innovation pro-

gram under Grant Agreement Nº 730998, InGRID-2 – Integrating 

Research Infrastructure for European expertise on Inclusive Growth 

from data to policy, partially supported the fulfillment of paper 1.   
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“If we fail to understand precarization, then 

we understand neither the politics nor the 
economy of the present” 

Isabell Lorey, New York, 2015 
 
 
 

“No es depresión, es capitalismo” 
Estallido social, Santiago de Chile, 2019 

 
 
 

“Hoy, vale la pena advertir que no hay en el 
mundo nada más inseguro que el trabajo.  

Cada vez son más y más los trabajadores que 
despiertan cada día preguntando: ¿cuántos 

sobraremos? ¿quién me comprará? 
Muchos pierden el trabajo, y muchos pierden 

trabajando, también la vida” 
Eduardo Galeano, Ciudad de México, 2012 
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INTRODUCTION 
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In recent decades, European countries underwent a set of interlocked 

political, cultural, economic, social, and ecological processes that had 

far-reaching consequences on the configuration of people’s living 

and working conditions (Chang, 2003; Harvey, 2007; Milanovic, 

2016). Among these processes are the globalization of economies, 

the rise in neoliberal policies, and the so-called fourth industrial rev-

olution. The outbreak of the COVID-19 pandemic added to this fast-

changing landscape by triggering rapid-response policies and inter-

ventions, including massive lockdown restrictions and workplace 

closures, mandatory vaccination of workers and service consumers, 

and exhaustive surveillance structures, whose consequences will last 

well beyond the eventualities of the pandemic (Benach, 2021).  

Employment relationships, as one of the pillars of post-industrial so-

cieties (Beck, 1992), are among the aspects that suffered the most 

profound transformations. By way of illustration, the globalization of 

labor markets within a neoliberal framework blurred the boundaries 

of national employment regulations, collective bargaining coverage 

and social protection schemes (Frege & Kelly, 2013; Harvey, 2007); 

innovations in information and communications technology (ICT) 

paved the way for the development of platform-mediated forms of 

employment, which diluted the historically clear-cut distinctions be-

tween employers, employees and consumers (Drahokoupil & Piasna, 

2017; Valenduc & Vendramin, 2016); and the rise in remote work, 

particularly after the implementation of COVID-19-related lockdown 

restrictions and workplace closures, restructured the socio-spatial and 

temporal dimensions of employment (Aroles et al., 2019; Brock-

lehurst, 2001).  
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Beyond employment, however, other factors have been transformed, 

such as family models, the standards of social interaction, trade and 

consumption patterns, and even leisure (Giddens, 2007). Conse-

quently, employment relationships that were once deemed “ideal” 

(i.e., full-time permanent contracts, with fixed schedules, bound to a 

specific workplace, with opportunities for career progression, bene-

fits, and social protection (Bosch, 2004)), may no longer accommo-

date the necessities of an increasingly diverse workforce (Vosko et 

al., 2009). For instance, full-time contracts, when combined with re-

productive responsibilities, leave little or no room for social commit-

ments, recreation activities, or non-productive alternatives of contrib-

uting to society (e.g., community action) (Dahl, 2012; Gorz, 1982). 

Against this background, it is necessary to disentangle whether the 

reconfiguration of employment relationships is beneficial or detri-

mental to contemporary workers. Certainly, remote work or (worker-

led) flexible working times can aid in easing work-family tensions. 

However, these can also be strategies unidirectionally led by employ-

ers to adapt to potential externalities, minimizing the sense of control 

of workers over their private lives (Arlinghaus et al., 2019; Porthé et 

al., 2010). The key point therefore is the asymmetry in power rela-

tions between capital and labor (Amable, 2006; Korpi, 2016). And, 

noteworthy, the abovementioned macro-level changes in labor mar-

kets are likely to deepen the weakening of trade unions and individ-

ualization of employment. In other words, to shift old and new labor 

market risks from corporations and governments to workers. That be-

ing so, the recent transformation of employment relationships is 

tightly related to the precarization of employment relationships.  
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This process of precarization raised social, political, and academic 

concern about the negative side effects of precarious employment, 

broadly understood as the accumulation of unfavorable employment 

conditions and relations (e.g., employment instability, low wages, 

poor social rights and benefits (Kreshpaj et al., 2020)), particularly in 

terms of health and well-being (Benach et al., 2014). As a matter of 

fact, employment constitutes the main source of income and activity 

for the majority of the population. By extension, it contributes to so-

cialization and has a clear influence on the positioning of individuals 

in the social hierarchy (Kunst & Mackenbach, 2000). For these rea-

sons, it has a key weight in shaping the health and well-being of the 

population (Marmot & Wilkinson, 2005).  

Indeed, a growing body of research reports the association between 

precarious employment and a variety of poor health outcomes, rang-

ing from occupational injuries and accidents (Koranyi et al., 2018) to 

poor mental health (Rönnblad et al., 2019; Utzet et al., 2020). Never-

theless, knowledge gaps remain. Among these gaps is the achieve-

ment of an internationally consensual conceptualization and, by ex-

tension, operationalization of precarious employment devised for ep-

idemiologic research (Bodin et al., 2020). This impedes the cross-

national comparability of findings, which is greatly needed in a glob-

alizing context. Another gap in research is the understanding of how 

and why contextual factors such as welfare states and family models 

interact with precarious employment in the production of health ine-

qualities (Muntaner, 2016). In the same way, the adoption of gender-

sensitive perspectives that properly acknowledge the unequal experi-
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ence of men and women both inside and outside the labor market are 

scarce (Menéndez et al., 2007). 

Advancing knowledge on all these aspects is imperative to identify 

effective policy entry points to counteract the adversities of precari-

ous employment and promote the health of well-being of the working 

population. The work performed within the framework of this disser-

tation thus aims to add to this strand of research by proposing a novel 

cross-national measure of precarious employment for the European 

context and exploring its relationship with mental health across gen-

ders and welfare states.  

That being said, the dissertation is organized as follows. Chapter 2 

provides a chronicled overview of the configuration of employment 

relationships in Europe, departing from the so-called golden era of 

capitalism and the blooming of the Standard Employment Relation-

ship (SER). Additionally, it emphasizes the divergences in the evo-

lution of employment relationships both across genders and territorial 

realities. Chapter 3 introduces the concept of precarious employment 

and offers a brief overview of the ongoing theoretical and methodo-

logical debates that hinder the achievement of an internationally con-

sensual definition of the phenomenon. In the absence of such agree-

ment, the conceptualization of precarious employment used in this 

dissertation is presented. Chapter 4 outlines current evidence and 

knowledge gaps on the role of precarious employment as a social de-

terminant of health. This leads to the justification, objectives, and hy-

potheses that drove this dissertation, portrayed in chapter 5. Chapter 

6 presents general aspects of the methodology employed in the 
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research studies carried out to respond to the aforementioned objec-

tives. Chapter 7 compiles these research studies, formally structured 

as original research articles. As such, they all consist of a brief intro-

duction, a detailed explanation of the methods employed, a section 

depicting the findings, and a concise discussion. Chapter 8 discusses 

the overall research findings, its contribution to existing knowledge, 

limitations and strengths, and implications for policy and practice. 

Ultimately, chapter 9 summarizes the main conclusions drawn from 

the findings.



 

 

 

 

2 Employment relationships in Europe: a histori-
cal perspective 
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2.1 The golden era of capitalism 

In the aftermath of the second world war (WWII), a unique scenario 

was assembled in most European1 countries to build up a new socio-

economic order. On the one hand, there was an urgent need to recon-

struct war-torn infrastructures and focus industrial production back 

to non-military goods. On the other, the recent experience of the 

Great Depression forged a strong public opinion against the capitalist 

laissez-faire strategy that was used after the WWI (Appelbaum, 2012; 

Harvey, 1990; Shutt, 1998). In this occasion, recovery had to pre-

clude going back to economic stagnation, large-scale unemployment, 

and social inequality (Judt, 2005). Equilibrium between economic 

and social development was claimed for, and great expectations were 

placed on nation states to find it.  

Governments therefore built new institutional powers and adopted 

new roles in the economy. Following the Keynesian doctrine, public 

investment was enhanced, mechanisms of economic redistribution 

were implemented, and fiscal and monetary policies were applied to 

stabilize the markets (Jones, 1972; Marglin & Schor, 1991; Shutt, 

1998). However, the costs of state interventionism would have been 

 

1This section describes the historical trajectory of employment relationships in al-

most all Western European countries. As such, references to “Europe” or “Euro-

pean countries” should be understood from this narrower viewpoint. Central-East-

ern European countries, in contrast, experienced a whole different sequence of 

events, which are detailed in chapter 2.4. 
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too burdensome for the economy in the potential absence of effective 

demand and economic growth. For this new economic system to be 

successful, it was crucial to stimulate the demand. In other words, 

industrially produced goods that, in the traditional paradigm of craft 

production, were restricted to the wealthiest social classes, had to be 

made available to a larger part of the population. This set up the op-

timal environment for the definitive shift to mass production under 

the principles of Fordism (Hudson, 2009; Rubery & Grimshaw, 

2003). Broadly, in the heart of Europe, the model was based on the 

standardization of the industrial process and the perpetual introduc-

tion of technological innovations, allowing the reduction of produc-

tion costs, the increase of surplus value and, ultimately, higher sala-

ries for workers (Gramsci, 1971, pp. 291). Therefore, the extension 

of the Fordist mode of production simultaneously increased the af-

fordability of luxury goods (e.g., cars, consumer electrical products) 

and the purchasing power of the industrial working class, setting in 

motion virtuous cycles between mass production and mass consump-

tion (Boyer, 1993; Castel, 2002). Additionally, governments 

smoothed these cycles through the Keynesian fiscal and monetary 

policies mentioned above, giving rise to an unprecedented period of 

sustained economic growth.  

Thereupon, a new reality came into being for the working class. As 

mass consumers, they had become active agents in the economy. 

Consequently, their economic and social well-being turned into an 

essential parameter to maintain economic growth. Moreover, a key 

lesson from the Great Depression was that extensive unemployment 

and deep social inequalities triggered exclusionist attitudes and, 
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fundamentally, fascism (Harvey, 1990; Judt, 2005). Hence, guaran-

teeing an all-embracing social protection network to workers, those 

who were unable to work, and their extended families in a landscape 

of economic recovery became one of the most compelling challenges 

of nation states (Castel, 2003; Muntaner, et al., 2010; Palier, 2015). 

By that time, the few welfare policies that existed in most European 

countries consisted of unlinked amendments to specific social prob-

lems, with strict eligibility criteria, and restricted benefits (Castel, 

2003; Judt, 2005). Therefore, publicly funded, or subsidized social 

services, including healthcare, education, housing, public transport, 

and other indirect benefits, were deployed. Compounding that, eco-

nomic insurance against unemployment, illness or accident, and old 

age was extensively provided (Esping-Andersen, 1990). Although 

the scope and conditions of these services and protections varied 

across countries, a general commitment of European welfare states 

was to weave a more comprehensive and holistic social protection 

system, regardless of people’s attachment to the Fordist labor market 

(Castel, 2002). 

Welfare states, however, could only be financed in a landscape of 

virtually full employment, where levies could be extracted from wage 

packets, and taxations could be applied proportionally to the working 

population. Furthermore, the conditions under which work was per-

formed needed to be revised (e.g., low wages, long working hours, 

absence of safety measures and workplace rights), to minimize inju-

ries and illnesses on the one hand, and to ensure the capacity and 

willingness of workers to actively consume goods and services on the 

other (Castel, 2002; Judt, 2005). Accordingly, governments took up 
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an active role in the negotiation of wage agreements and the entitle-

ment of workers to benefits and rights such as paid vacations (Castel, 

2002; Harvey, 1990). Trade unions, in turn, gained significant influ-

ence both in large-scale industries and in the institutional sphere, 

where they exerted important political power over social policy deci-

sion-making (Benach, Muntaner, et al., 2013; Marglin & Schor, 

1991; Silver, 2003).  

Within this framework of relatively balanced power relations be-

tween organized labor, nation states and corporate capital, the SER 

was coined. Briefly, it related to full-time (i.e., 40h working weeks) 

employment relationships, with opportunities for career progression 

and bound to social rights and benefits (Bosch, 2004). That being so, 

the SER offered a greater sense of security to employees, both within 

and outside the workplace, which translated into greater commitment 

to their employers. Therefore, the golden era of capitalism in general, 

and the popularization of the SER in particular, represented an un-

precedented accomplishment for the industrial working class, who 

saw their employment as well as their living conditions vastly im-

proved.  

Notwithstanding, in more operational terms, the situation was far 

from ideal for workers. The Fordist mode of production was based 

on a strong division of labor and highly centralized management 

structures, whereby de-skilled workers repetitively performed single 

tasks under tight managerial control (Rubery & Grimshaw, 2003; 

Watson, 1996). Beyond being physically demanding and excruciat-

ingly boring, this model of organizing labor was deeply hierarchical. 
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As such, tensions between employees and supervisors grew, which 

translated into radical labor movements in the immediate post-war 

period (Armstrong et al., 1984). Nevertheless, the grassroots of work-

ing-class radicalism were either counteracted with wage gains and 

social benefits or fiercely repressed (Braverman, 1974; Burawoy, 

1979). Even trade union leaders were increasingly correlated to co-

operate with corporate capital in disciplining revolutionary workers 

in exchange for higher wages (Armstrong et al., 1984; Harvey, 1990). 

Therefore, the Fordist-Keynesian model did not overcome the per-

petual problem of antagonistic class relations despite rising the stand-

ards of living for most of the working class (Braverman, 1974; Gram-

sci, 1971). Rather, it crystallized the subordinated position of workers 

in the division of social labor and in societies at large (Castel, 2002; 

Lorey, 2015); not to mention that it suppressed all modes of subsist-

ence alternative to wage spending, including self-supply (Gorz, 

1982). As a result, those workers that were left out of the Fordist labor 

market (e.g., non-manufacturing workers, self-employed contractors, 

shift-workers), mostly women and workers with a migrant back-

ground, received lower wages and fewer social benefits, and were 

thus positioned in a more disadvantaged situation (Vosko et al., 

2009).  

Yet, the golden era of capitalism set a historical benchmark in terms 

of social consensus and welfare, wherein employment relationships 

reached a degree of security and social rights that contemporary so-

cieties still idealize (Standing, 1997).  
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2.2 The rise of neoliberalism and flexibilization of 
employment relationships 

This period of social consensus, near-full employment and extensive 

growth came to a symbolic end in the 1970s, but the first signs of 

destabilization showed up in the mid-1960s. By then, the reconstruc-

tion of war-torn infrastructures (e.g., housing, electricity and sewage, 

industrial equipment, transportation) had already concluded. That be-

ing so, traditionally proliferating industries, including coal mining 

and steel production, weakened and, with them, the jobs of multiple 

workers (Judt, 2005). Additionally, the demand for industrially man-

ufactured goods (e.g., cars, electronic devices) had stalled, since they 

were already widespread, and their durability constrained the need 

for replacement. Likewise, the demand for less durable goods (e.g., 

food, cleaning products) had stabilized. Therefore, new consumers 

could only grow in line with population growth –a much slower pace 

compared to that of the immediate post-war period (Boyer & Durand, 

1993; Eichengreen, 2007; Shutt, 1998). In brief, internal markets sat-

urated, productivity slowed down, and the competition among corpo-

rations for market share intensified.  

Against this background, the flaws, and “rigidities” of the Fordist 

model came to the fore. Within factories, employers saw themselves 

compelled to diversify their economic activity towards the fabrica-

tion of more innovative products or the provision of new services, the 

demand of which had not yet been exhausted, or to reduce production 

costs (Shutt, 1998). However, the strong standardization on which 

the Fordist model was based thwarted both approaches (Boyer, 1993; 
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Rubery & Grimshaw, 2003). For instance, the equipment used in the 

industrial process was optimized to produce a certain volume of a 

certain product. Scaling down assembly lines thus led to the underuti-

lization of machinery, which inevitably raised production costs. 

Modifying the equipment for new purposes, such as the fabrication 

of other products, was not a feasible option either, in that it required 

too great of an investment, both in terms of capital and time. Regard-

ing the workforce, the relatively protective labor market regulation 

ruled out layoffs and pay cuts, and the reassignment of de-skilled sur-

plus workers to other assembly lines or non-manufacturing activities 

was not only a slow process, but also physically and psychosocially 

demanding for them (Boyer, 1993). All in all, what had hitherto been 

strengths of the Fordist system were now weaknesses (Rubery & 

Grimshaw, 2003). 

On top of that, two decades of working under rather adverse condi-

tions (e.g., tight managerial control, strict division of tasks, physical 

strain, low job satisfaction) were starting to weigh on the physical, 

mental, and social well-being of workers (Boyer, 1993; Castel, 2002; 

Judt, 2005; Rubery & Grimshaw, 2003). The levels of absenteeism 

and employee turnover were growing compared to the 1950s, and 

disaffection with the intensification of work was spreading, particu-

larly among a younger, more educated, and more skilled generation 

of employees, the unmet aspirations of whom could not be disheart-

ened with the benefits of the Fordist labor market (Boyer, 1993; Judt, 

2005). Hence, trade unions kept pressing their case for wage gains 

and other non-monetary compensations, regardless of the productiv-

ity downturn, to the point where wage growth exceeded productivity 
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growth and profit margins squeezed further. Corporations sought to 

counteract rising production and labor costs by raising prices. But, 

far from regaining profitability, this only reinforced the demands of 

the workforce for higher wages (Shutt, 1998). As a direct conse-

quence, inflation escalated. Besides, the interests of the working class 

and corporate capital diverged again, reviving the traditional conflict 

between them (Braverman, 1974; Castel, 2002; Eichengreen, 2007; 

Gramsci, 1971).  

Therefore, the late 1960s and early 1970s were characterized by the 

acceleration of inflation, the reduction in opportunities for private in-

vestment, and the rupture of social consensus, as illustrated by the 

wave of strikes of that period. The threat of a new economic recession 

loomed large, and political action was called for.  

In view of the situation, nation states extended the benefits of welfare 

states and tax-subsidized private consumption, all while devaluating 

their currencies to keep the economy of the country stable (Eichen-

green, 2007; Harvey, 1990). Under the umbrella of the international 

monetary system set after the Bretton Woods agreement (1944), in 

which exchange rates were fixed among the currencies of partner 

countries (e.g., European countries, United States, Japan), these pol-

icies were fiscally sound (Bordo & Eichengreen, 2007). However, 

artificially enlarging public funds at the national level could either 

drive the restoration of the country’s economy or, on the contrary, set 

off an inflationary wave; and there was a fine line between the two 

landscapes. That being so, when the international monetary system 

collapsed, in 1971, and the currencies of European countries fell 
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dramatically, inflation skyrocketed (Eichengreen, 2007; Judt, 2005; 

Kuttner, 2018).  

The oil shocks of the 1970s were the last straw for the decay of the 

synergy between Fordism and Keynesianism. That is, the consumer 

boom of the immediate post-war period, along with the vast amount 

of energy required by Fordist industries, had forged Europe’s de-

pendence on imported oil (Boyer, 1993; Judt, 2005). For that reason, 

the fourfold increase in oil prices shattered the already wounded so-

cioeconomic model of the post-war era. Thereupon, the transition to 

a new epoch of capitalism initiated.  

Mounting public indebtedness and inflationary trends served as the 

perfect pretext for advocates of neoliberalism (mainly, corporations 

and class elites) to question the sustainability of welfare states and 

state interventionism (Judt, 2005). Building on the pervasive idea of 

individual freedom2, this current of thought held each person respon-

sible of his or her own economic and social well-being. As such, trade 

unionism and other forms of social solidarity, nationalized industries, 

and strongly regulated markets were conceived as obstacles to com-

petitiveness, entrepreneurial initiatives, and opportunities for nation-

 

2Dissatisfaction with parental, educational, corporate, bureaucratic, and state con-

straints grew among young people throughout the 1960s, setting in motion a set of 

political movements demanding greater individual freedom. However, these move-

ments were grounded on values of social justice, as opposed to neoliberal theory 

(Harvey, 2007). 
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al and international private investment. Unemployment, in turn, was 

perceived as a personal choice rather than a consequence of market 

deficiencies (Harvey, 2007; Navarro, 1998). Quite the opposite, one 

of the most forceful convictions of neoliberal theory was that restor-

ing market freedoms would provide individuals with the opportunity 

to work in accordance with the exact amount of goods and services 

they desired to purchase, as well as with their own ambitions (De-

Martino, 2000). On that account, if unemployment was to be mini-

mized, the only role of the state should be to secure an institutional 

framework in which free markets could function smoothly (Harvey, 

2007).  

The political strategy of the 1980s thus shifted away from Keynesian 

orthodoxy to the benefit of anti-inflation and flexibilization policies. 

Tax and budget cuts, free trade, the privatization of public sectors and 

industries, the deregulation of financial markets, and the dismantling 

of welfare states and social protection structures ensued, first in Brit-

ain and then in the rest of Europe (Harvey, 2007; Judt, 2005; Navarro, 

1998). From the perspective of employment relationships, the neolib-

eral agenda included easing the processes of firing and hiring, repeal-

ing wage agreements, limiting social security benefits (e.g., unem-

ployment benefits), and constraining the regulatory position of trade 

unions (Arnold & Bongiovi, 2013; Boyer, 1993; Boyer & Durand, 

1993). All these measures eroded the hegemony of the SER and reo-

pened the door to old and new forms of “non-standard” employment 

relationships (e.g., fixed-term contracts, part-time employment, self-

employment). 
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To the neoliberal political turn were added fundamental changes in 

the industrial process. New patterns of consumption (i.e., quality ra-

ther than quantity) required new production systems and, by exten-

sion, new forms of labor organization (Rubery & Grimshaw, 2003). 

In pursuit of product differentiation and quality performance, a ho-

mogeneous de-skilled workforce was no longer effective. On the con-

trary, providing extensive and continuous training to some employ-

ees was essential for them to master the ever-changing technological 

processes applied in production. Likewise, more integrated and co-

operative forms of organization optimized the competences acquired 

by these workers, as opposed to the Fordist hierarchical model. Ulti-

mately, they also benefited from performance-related monetary in-

centives, as to enhance their productivity on the one hand and mini-

mize employee turnover on the other. As such, the role of a privileged 

set of employees went well beyond repetitively performing single 

tasks: they became active agents in the overall industrial process. 

(Boyer & Durand, 1993; Harvey, 2007).  

Yet, whereas empowering and ensuring the continuity of high-skilled 

and functionally flexible workers was an asset for corporations, from 

a neoliberal perspective, a disposable bottom-line workforce that 

could easily be hired, replaced, or laid off in line with consumer de-

mand was also essential. Therefore, these “core” or “primary” em-

ployees were backed up by a reserve of “peripheral” or “secondary” 

less-skilled workers (Castel, 2002; Sabel, 1982; Silver, 2003; Stand-

ing, 1997). In contrast with their core counterparts, peripheral em-

ployees performed non-specialized activities and were thus low paid, 

insecure and did not receive on-the-job training. Accordingly, their 
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opportunities for upward mobility were negligible. Besides, most of 

them were self-contractors or hired through temporary employment 

agencies, which excluded them from collective bargaining schemes, 

blurred the responsibilities of corporations for worker safety or griev-

ance procedures, among others, and put them ruthlessly in competi-

tion with each other (Boyer, 1993; Rubery & Grimshaw, 2003).  

Further aggravating the situation of peripheral workers, the geo-

graphical mobility of capital allowed employers to offshore entire 

production plants or specialized non-core activities to countries 

where labor standards were lower or absent and the workforce was 

cheaper (Castel, 2002; Harvey, 2007; Sabel, 1982; Shutt, 1998; Sil-

ver, 2003). This process favored the de-industrialization of European 

countries and the shift from a manufacturing to a service economy 

(Judt, 2005). Eventually, unionized and relatively protected jobs gave 

way to low paid and poor-quality jobs.  

All in all, the situation became critical for multiple workers (i.e., pe-

ripheral workers). First, the fragmentation of the workforce, both 

within and outside national boundaries, created new barriers to al-

ready weakened trade unions, the strength of which was based on a 

determined and united membership (Atkinson, 1987; Silver, 2003). 

Second, the globalization of employment reduced the already meager 

employment opportunities of low-skilled workers, intensifying the 

competition between them. Third, the retrenchment of welfare states 

left the unemployed and those who were unable to work at mercy of 

their individual capacity to subsist, let alone to achieve a sustainable 

standard of living (Esping-Andersen, 1990). Altogether, these 
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processes not only favored the individualization and recommodifica-

tion of labor, but also lowered the conditions under which individuals 

accepted to work, including the reservation wage, the duration of 

contracts and the rights and benefits to which they were (not) entitled 

(Boyer, 1993; Esping-Andersen, 1990; Harvey, 2007).  

Therefore, the erosion of the SER in European countries was not the 

product of a single process. Rather, multiple micro- and macro-eco-

nomic, political, and social transformations mutually reinforced the 

restructuring of power relations between governments, corporate 

capital, and the working class. As a result of this power displacement, 

market risks shifted from employers and nation states to workers, the 

collectivity of the workforce faded away, and the social protection 

fabric, arduously built in the post-war era, was ripped up. Against this 

hostile background, the flexibilization of employment relationships 

spread and labor markets polarized. That is to say that, despite some 

flexible forms of employment may be favorable to workers (Vosko 

et al., 2009), insofar as the SER materialized the subordinated posi-

tion of the working class in the social organization of labor (Castel, 

2002, 2003), they stemmed from the asymmetry between capital and 

labor (Benach, Muntaner, et al., 2013). Their purpose was to provide 

credit to employers to respond to externalities, to the detriment of the 

interests of workers (Amable, 2006; Boyer & Durand, 1993). As 

such, it is not by chance that flexibility is often related to adverse 

employment and working conditions; and when it’s not, it frequently 

relates to workers with higher educational attainment or coming from 

wealthy or socially more advantaged family backgrounds (Vanroelen 

et al., 2010).  
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As displayed in the beginning of this chapter, political, economic, 

and social transformations have not ceased. Employment relation-

ships are being constantly reshaped. However, flexibility remained 

or even intensified, taking new forms such as employer-led schedule 

flexibility (Arlinghaus et al., 2019; Porthé et al., 2010), performance-

based wages, or zero-hour contracts (Farina et al., 2020; Ryan et al., 

2019).  
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2.3 Gender inequalities in the evolution of       
employment relationships  

The previous section provided a brief overview of the evolution of 

employment relationships in Europe. Nonetheless, such evolution did 

not affect all workers equally. While some of them benefited from 

the emergence of the SER and, afterwards, from the flexibilization of 

employment relationships (e.g., functionally flexible workers whilst 

protected, with benefits and control over the labor process), others 

remained in the shadow of these progresses (Boyer & Durand, 1993; 

Harvey, 2007). No matter the improvements achieved by the working 

class at large (e.g., 8h journeys, permanent contracts, entitlement to 

social benefits), the employment and working conditions of the latter 

group remained unaltered or even deteriorated. For instance, most 

self-employed contractors continued to be unprotected in the event 

of an occupational injury despite the popularization of the SER and 

the development of welfare states. On top of that, these workers were 

alienated from the configuration of labor movements and the collec-

tive construction of a better framework for workers (Castel, 2002; 

Silver, 2003). Remarkably, these differences were not randomly dis-

tributed across the workforce. People that were in a socially more 

disadvantaged position, particularly women and people with a mi-

grant background, bore (and still bear) the brunt of labor market ine-

qualities (Silver, 2003; Vosko et al., 2009).  

Therefore, evoking the golden era of capitalism as the paradigm of 

employment stability and workers’ rights neglects the insecure and 

low-paid jobs held by women and immigrant workers during that 
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period, and reflects the patriarchal and colonial hegemony on which 

the foundations of the SER were laid (Betti, 2016).  

Focusing on a (binary) gender perspective, employment inequalities 

between men and women precede the emergence of the SER. Ever 

since the origins of industrial societies and wage labor, the distribu-

tion of productive and non-productive activities in society was artic-

ulated around the so-called “gender contract” (Rubery, 1998). On that 

account, men were assumed to engage in productive activities to eco-

nomically sustain themselves as well as their families, whereas 

women were held accountable for non-productive activities. There-

fore, the gender contract pivoted on the institution of the family, 

wherein men adopted the instrumental role of breadwinners and were 

thus exempted from domestic or caregiving obligations, while 

women were responsible for the social reproduction3 of male workers 

(Lewis, 1992). That being the normative case, women only partici-

pated in the labor market either when they were young and unmar-

ried, or as secondary or temporary earners in case of economic need 

(Duncan & Pfau-Effinger, 2000; Vosko, 2010).  

This trend partially shifted during the WWII, insofar as men mobi-

lized and women undertook their role in factories and other 

 

3According to Picchio (1981), the social reproduction determines the position of 

individuals within the labor market, provides the basis for standards of living, and 

structures inter- and intra-class relations and the distribution of the product.  
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traditionally male economic sectors (Acemoglu et al., 2004). By way 

of illustration, in the early 1900s, US census estimates of white 

women’s engagement in paid employment were of about 3%, which 

compares with percentages close to 50% in the post-war period 

(Goldin, 1991). A similar, albeit less sharp, turning point was expe-

rienced during the war by European countries (Humphries & Sarasúa, 

2012). When the WWII concluded, and men got back to their occu-

pations, most female workers lost their wartime jobs. Still, the grow-

ing demand for workers in the service sector from the late 1940s on-

wards, which was deemed “more suitable”4 to women than the indus-

trial sector, as well as other long-run changes in the global economy 

(e.g., higher educational attainment of women due to the develop-

ment of welfare states), preserved the rise in female labor supply 

(Goldin, 1991; Humphries & Sarasúa, 2012).  

However, the increasing participation of women in paid employment 

was not accompanied by a redistribution of non-productive responsi-

bilities within households. Consequently, the burden of domestic du-

ties that were still socially attributed to them ruled out their chance 

 

4The social construction of gender roles and stereotypes determined what was so-

cially acceptable for women to do in the public sphere. Women were perceived 

physically weaker than men, and thus less able to occupy industrial jobs. Con-

trastingly, they were perceived to be more docile, honest, and manually dexterous, 

which were essential features to perform clerical occupations. These gender stere-

otypes contributed to the emergence of feminized and masculinized economic sec-

tors and jobs (Anker, 1997).  



 

 25 

to pursue a professional career, as opposed to their male counterparts 

with no housework or caregiving obligations. On the one hand, fam-

ily requirements forced women to take on jobs that allowed a better 

balance between the public and private spheres, such as part-time 

jobs or industrial homework (e.g., sewing), and these jobs were lower 

paid and with fewer social benefits than the full-time permanent jobs 

offered within the Fordist labor market (Anxo et al., 2007; Vosko et 

al., 2009). To this should be added that feminized jobs (e.g., clerical 

occupations, paid domestic work, industrial homework) were already 

low paid, insecure, and not safeguarded by trade unions or other 

forms of collective representation, contrasting with industrial occu-

pations (Judt, 2005). On the other hand, both employers and institu-

tions perpetrated gender-discriminatory practices, including dismis-

sal due to childbearing, regardless of the strength of employment pro-

tection legislation (Betti, 2016; Vosko, 2010). Hence, the gender con-

tract and socially constructed gender roles and stereotypes mutually 

reinforced to produce unequal labor markets in an era of presumed 

equality, stability, and social protection (Anker, 1997; Castel, 2003; 

Duncan & Pfau-Effinger, 2000). 

The flexibilization of employment relationships that characterized 

European labor markets from the late 1970s onwards emphasized the 

already unfavorable landscape for female workers. For instance, the 

removal of controls on hiring and firing consolidated pregnancy-re-

lated layoffs. Because of the same life-cycle reason, women were of-

fered permanent positions less frequently than men (Lewis, 1992). 

By extension, they received less on-the-job training, fewer opportu-

nities for career promotion, and had fewer chances to participate in 
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decision-making processes (Crompton, 2006; Rubery et al., 1999). 

All these features combined resulted in the over-representation of 

women in the peripheral workforce (Vosko et al., 2009). That being 

so, in the closing decades of the twentieth century, European labor 

markets polarized not only in terms of working and employment con-

ditions (i.e., core versus peripheral workers), but also in terms of gen-

der.  

In the past decades, political, economic, cultural, and social changes 

triggered the reconfiguration of work, employment, and families 

(Crompton, 2006). Additionally, second- and third-wave feminist 

movements have achieved substantial goals for the economic and so-

cial lives of women. As a consequence of these interwoven processes, 

the male breadwinner model is eroding to the benefit of other models 

whose centrality is no longer a clear-cut division between employ-

ment and the family, such as dual-earner models (Crompton, 1999); 

the fight against gender-related labor market inequalities is gradually 

being added to European employment policy (Rubery et al., 1999); 

and women are more and more often taking part in decision-making, 

implementation and monitoring processes within organizations.  

Nevertheless, structural sources of gender inequality remain, and 

women still face more difficulties than men to enter, endure and suc-

ceed professionally in European labor markets (Crompton, 2006; 

Duncan & Pfau-Effinger, 2000). By way of illustration, equal pay 

between men and women, even when they hold the same job title, has 

not yet been reached (International Labour Organization, 2018); 

mechanisms of gender segregation in the labor market, both 
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horizontal and vertical5, are still systematic (Christofides et al., 

2013); and working women still report discrimination and harass-

ment as a barrier to their career development, way more frequently 

than men (Wajcman, 1996). 

Therefore, the patriarchal and androcentric framework in which Eu-

ropean labor markets developed determined the persistence and per-

vasiveness of employment inequalities between women and men. 

Neglecting such framework in the analysis of contemporary employ-

ment relationships not only oversights a large share of the labor force 

(i.e., women), but also a key driving force in the redefinition of work 

and (flexible) employment relationships throughout history (Cromp-

ton, 2006; Valero et al., 2020).  

  

 

5Horizontal gender segregation refers to the mechanisms through which women are 

channeled into feminized occupations, while men are more frequently occupied in 

masculinized economic sectors or jobs. Contrastingly, vertical gender segregation 

relates to the under-representation of women in managerial positions of the occu-

pational structure and their over-representation in lower-level positions (Rubery & 

Fagan, 1995).  
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2.4 The evolution of employment relationships in 
Central-Eastern Europe  

Just as the cultural, political, economic, and social framework in 

which jobs take place shaped gender inequalities in the evolution of 

employment relationships, it also shaped territorial inequalities. 

This is the case of Central and Eastern European countries, which 

experienced a whole different storyline after the WWII. Strongly in-

fluenced (if not absorbed) by the Soviet Union, totalitarian com-

munist regimes, rather than capitalist democracies, took on the lead 

in Central-Eastern Europe (Havel & Keane, 1985). The economic and 

social strategy of these regimes was thus to centralize all means of 

production, as opposed to balancing the power relations between 

states, corporations, and organized labor. On that account, workers 

as well as traditionally inactive population (i.e., women) were pro-

vided with stable jobs. This was in return for low wages, regardless 

of the tasks performed, building on the communist grounds that in-

creasing wages would inherently entail the commodification of labor. 

Nevertheless, food and housing were subsidized, healthcare and ed-

ucational services were universally guaranteed, and reproductive ac-

tivities were socialized so that working women were not burdened 

doubly6 (Razzu, 2016; Standing, 1996). Therefore, the social 

 

6Note that these policies were aimed at enhancing women’s participation in the 

labor market, rather than at emancipating them from reproductive responsibilities. 

Indeed, women performed in the public sphere all the domestic and caring activities 
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benefits, transfers, and services provided by communist regimes went 

far beyond those provided by European welfare states.  

Yet, targeting the well-being of the community obscured the specific 

necessities of individuals. Consequently, the centrally planned redis-

tribution of resources and assets was somewhat inefficient and even 

inequitable (Standing, 1996). Besides, both capital and labor were 

massively mobilized to the heavy industry (e.g., coal, iron, steel), 

which had become the economic engine of Central-Eastern Europe 

(Eichengreen, 2007; Judt, 2005). On the one hand, this led to a short-

age of raw materials and personnel in other key economic sectors 

(e.g., agriculture, light industry) that resulted in deficient electrical 

and heating infrastructures, urban transport, etc. On the other hand, it 

compelled laborers to work multiple shifts and, sometimes, with ob-

solete machinery, in order to reach the production quotas set by cen-

tral governments and necessary to economically sustain the social 

structure. To this should be added that collective bargaining was out-

lawed, and worker radicalism or non-conformism was frustrated by 

means of force and oppression (Judt, 2005; Standing, 1996). Hence, 

the living standards of the population were limited despite the vast 

array of social policies and subsidies deployed by the states; the land-

scape of near-full employment was imposed to workers, rather than 

 

from which they had been relieved in the private sphere. Besides, the gendered 

division of work persisted within households, and women took on the tasks that 

were not covered by the states (Pollert, 2003; Razzu, 2016).     
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proffered; and any source of dissent was fiercely repressed (Havel & 

Keane, 1985). 

When communist totalitarian regimes collapsed in 1989, and Central-

Eastern European countries transitioned to a market economy, the sit-

uation hardly improved. Eventually, a non-competitive industrial 

system was plunged into the global economy and confronted with 

much more mature economic systems (Standing, 1996). Socialized 

enterprises were sold to private investors, who sought to enhance the 

levels of productivity by applying massive layoffs and flexibilizing 

the workforce (Judt, 2005; Mrak et al., 2004). The communist social 

safety net was ripped up. As such, unemployment grew at the same 

time as unemployment benefits were removed. Workers who kept 

their jobs saw their employment stability severely affected, and their 

insufficient wages were no longer coupled with subsidies (Eichen-

green, 2007; Judt, 2005; Standing, 1996). The public provision of do-

mestic and caring services was suspended, overloading women with 

both productive and reproductive activities (Pascall & Manning, 

2000; Pollert, 2003; Razzu, 2016).  

The reinforcement of the welfare state, regulation of employment and 

reinstatement of family-friendly policies were added back to the po-

litical agenda once the most urgent adjustments of the transition were 

completed. Still, hitherto these welfare policies mainly apply to 

workers in the formal sector and, particularly, to public workers, 

leaving informal workers (who represent a large share of the labor 

force) completely unprotected from market risks (Woolfson, 2010).  
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Certainly, there were national variations in the approach and extent 

to which transitional social and employment policies were imple-

mented, and some labor markets and welfare states in Central-Eastern 

Europe resemble or are even better off than some of their homologues 

in Western Europe (Mrak et al., 2004; Orosz, 2019). Yet, the histori-

cal path through which these countries reached the current degree of 

employment stability and social protection bear no relation and, as a 

consequence, the implications that similar forms of employment have 

for the economic and social well-being of workers in each territory 

cannot be equated.  

At this point, it should be stressed that, even though the historical 

trajectories of Western European countries were quite similar com-

pared to those of Central-Eastern Europe, dissimilarities between 

them were still discernible. For instance, countries experienced dif-

ferent industrialization processes in the post-war period, which in 

turn entailed divergences in the ensuing shift to a service economy. 

Other inequalities include the relative power position accomplished 

by trade unions, the development and subsequent retrenchment of 

welfare states, or the (re)configuration of family models (Esping-

Andersen, 1990; Hall & Soskice, 2001; Judt, 2011; Korpi, 2006). All 

these factors combined determined the unequal evolution of labor 

markets and employment relationships, crystallizing distinct para-

digms of employment in each country. 
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3.1 The concept of precarious employment 

The flexibilization of employment relationships, deregulation of la-

bor markets, and subsequent shift of market risks from corporations 

and states to workers propelled the incorporation of the term “precar-

ious employment relationships” or “precarious employment” into the 

academic, social, and political discourse.  

At first, such terms were used to designate the temporariness or em-

ployment instability of seasonal workers (Barbier, 2005). However, 

it was soon recognized that many other characteristics of employment 

relationships can entail a precarious employment situation, that is, an 

employment situation that is unfavorable for workers both within the 

workplace and in their broader life (Burgess & Campbell, 1998; 

Cano, 2000). Therefore, since the introduction of these terms in the 

public outlook, researchers have been devoted to putting forth more 

precise conceptualizations; a cornerstone to understand the full range 

of consequences precarious employment can trigger, as well as to 

identify policy entry points to counteract such consequences (Benach 

& Muntaner, 2007). 

Rodgers (1989) was the first to explicitly conceptualize precarious 

employment. In a groundbreaking publication, he outlined the fol-

lowing four dimensions: a) employment instability or threats to the 

continuation of employment, either due to high risk of job loss or 

short-time contracts; b) employment insecurity or limited control 

(collective or individual) over working conditions, wages and pace 

of work; c) erosion of worker protection, including social security 
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and protection against discrimination, unfair dismissal, or unaccepta-

ble working practices; and d) low material rewards associated with 

poverty and social exclusion.  

By taking various dimensions into account, Rodgers emphasized the 

multidimensionality of precarious employment. In other words, that 

multiple features shape this unfavorable employment situation. Still, 

these do not need to occur simultaneously for a job to be precarious. 

As such, precarious employment should be understood less as a clear-

cut binary division and more as a continuum, whereby employment 

relationships showing none of these dimensions lie on one end, and 

those showing most or all of them lie on the other. Therefore, rather 

than speaking of precarious versus non-precarious workers, we 

should speak of degrees of precariousness. On these grounds, a sig-

nificant novelty of the approach was the appreciation that not all flex-

ible or non-standard forms of employment are necessarily precarious 

(Julià, Vives, et al., 2017). 

The publication became a landmark, and most of the ensuing concep-

tualizations built on these grounds. Indeed, a recent systematic re-

view of definitions and operationalizations of the concept found that 

employment insecurity, low or inadequate wages, and reduced social 

protection and workplace rights were the most commonly used di-

mensions (Kreshpaj et al., 2020); three of the four dimensions de-

fined by Rodgers. 

Nevertheless, some of the existing approaches extend the scope of 

the conceptualization further by discrediting the SER as an ideal-type 
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employment relationship, in the sense that even full-time permanent 

contracts with benefits, social protection and opportunities for 

worker representation can be subject to precariousness (Julià, Vives, 

et al., 2017). Cano (2000), for instance, highlighted the social com-

ponent of precarious employment, stressing that it is “a work trajec-

tory that does not allow consolidating a level of income, a profession, 

and a stability of employment that can permit workers to plan for 

their future and become fully integrated in social life”. Lewchuk 

(2017) described PE as the combination of a) the uncertainty of low 

control over work schedules and the continuity, terms, and conditions 

of future employment, b) the effort in finding and maintaining em-

ployment or balancing the demands of multiple jobs, and c) the lack 

of support either from formal organizations (e.g., trade unions), 

coworkers, or family and friends. Similarly, Tucker (2002) proposed 

the following five indicators: a) certainty of on-going employment, 

b) degree of employee control, c) level of income, d) level of benefits, 

and e) degree of regulatory and union protection. Standing (2011), in 

turn, characterized seven forms of employment security that precari-

ous workers lack: adequate employment opportunities, protection 

against arbitrary dismissal, opportunities for employability, work-

place rights, training and skill development, income security, and 

protection of the collective voice. Ultimately, Amable (2006) empha-

sized the asymmetry in power relationships between employers and 

precarious employees, both at a formal (e.g., absence of worker rep-

resentation schemes) and an informal level (e.g., interpersonal power 

relations between precarious employees and their colleagues, super-

visors, or direct employers). This asymmetry was theorized to 
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materialize in six dimensions: temporariness (i.e., type and length of 

contract), low wages, lack of rights, incapacity to exercise these 

rights, disempowerment (i.e., extent to which workers can bargain, 

collectively or individually, over their employment conditions), and 

vulnerability (i.e., defenselessness against authoritarianism in the 

workplace).  

To date, however, no agreement has yet been reached on a gold-

standard conceptualization. On a first account, as this brief overview 

of multidimensional conceptualizations suggests, there is no consen-

sus on the features that define the precariousness of employment re-

lationships. At this point, it should be clear that jobs can undermine 

the living conditions of workers in many ways, but not all of them 

relate to the precariousness of employment relationships (Benach, 

Muntaner, et al., 2013). Unfavorable working conditions, which are 

mainly defined by the nature of the tasks performed in an occupation, 

can certainly be adverse for workers. Working night shifts, for in-

stance, reduces the opportunities of workers to socialize with their 

families or broader communities and disrupts biological rhythms 

(Arlinghaus et al., 2019; Fagan et al., 2012). Nevertheless, this will 

occur regardless of the conditions under which workers agree to sell 

their labor power (e.g., wage, non-wage benefits, entitlement to 

rights), namely, the employment conditions. Therefore, despite the 

lack of agreement on the dimensions that shape precarious employ-

ment, these should at least be confined to characteristics related to 

the employment conditions, as well as to the (unbalanced) power re-

lations at work (Benach, Muntaner, et al., 2013; Bodin et al., 2020; 

Kreshpaj et al., 2020).  
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On a second account, and related to the previous point, there are dif-

ferences in what is deemed precarious between countries and over 

time (Muñoz-Bustillo et al., 2009). As illustrated in the previous 

chapter, employment relationships are contoured by the legal and 

regulatory framework in which they take place, which in turn springs 

from broader political, cultural, economic, and social trends (Duell, 

2004; Muntaner et al., 2010). The same happens with the precarious-

ness of employment relationships (Duell, 2004). Accordingly, an em-

ployment relationship that is considered precarious and is thus unfa-

vorable for workers in a specific country, may not be so in another 

country. The SER is an insightful example. In contexts where em-

ployment responsibilities are dissociated from reproductive tasks it 

might be an ideal-type employment relationship (Vosko et al., 2009). 

However, in contexts where the double breadwinner model predom-

inates, or heterogeneous family realities coexist (Crompton, 2006), 

the SER can even be detrimental for the well-being of workers, and 

employment relationships that allow a better work-life balance (e.g., 

part-time employment, remote work, employee-led schedule flexibil-

ity) are potentially preferred (Fleming, 2014; Weeks, 2011). For this 

reason, almost all the available conceptualizations of precarious em-

ployment focus on a single country or, at the most, on a group of 

countries with fairly homogeneous labor market trajectories (Kresh-

paj et al., 2020).  

All said, laying out an accurate conceptualization that applies to mul-

tiple territorial realities is a complex endeavor. Finding the balance 

between broadness, to encapsulate the particularities of distinct labor 

markets, and detail, to avoid the oversimplification of the phenome-
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non, can only be achieved if such conceptualization is rooted on a 

deep understanding of employment relationships and the social or-

ganization of work beyond national or historical specificities. The 

power relations theory offers an auspicious framework for such un-

derstanding (Korpi, 2006). Building on this framework, the various 

sources or dimensions of employment precariousness are the mani-

festation of the asymmetric power relations between capital and labor 

(Amable, 2006; Benach et al., 2013; Muntaner, et al., 2010; Vives, 

2010). On that account, the materialization of this asymmetry may 

vary according to socioeconomic, political, and cultural patterns. As 

such, the framework allows the inclusion or removal of dimensions 

in line with the specificities of each labor market structure.  

For this reason, the current dissertation is based on this all-embracing 

framework. More precisely, on the abovementioned conceptualiza-

tion put forth by Amable (2006), which is composed of six dimen-

sions theorized to epitomize such asymmetry.   

Temporariness or employment instability concerns the type and 

length of the employment contract. The pervasiveness of this dimen-

sion lies in the incapacity of temporary workers to plan for their fu-

ture. By way of illustration, they cannot secure an income, as opposed 

to their permanent counterparts, which constrains life-changing deci-

sions (e.g., family formation, homeownership) (Artazcoz et al., 2005; 

van Wijk et al., 2021). Besides, employment instability impedes the 

acquisition of work experience, minimizing the opportunities for up-

ward mobility; prevents workers from establishing solid interper-

sonal relationships in their workplaces, narrowing the scope of social 
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support; and jeopardizes their participation in trade unions or worker 

representation schemes (Benavides et al., 2006; Heery & Abbott, 

2000). 

Disempowerment refers to the incapacity of employees to negotiate 

their working and employment conditions. As depicted in the previ-

ous chapter, the individualization of employment relationships 

through the weakening of trade unions and the flexibilization of labor 

contracts, drove the de-standardization (and precarization) of em-

ployment relationships (Kalleberg, 2018). Individually, workers have 

fewer resources to bargain with employers. As a consequence, they 

are more vulnerable to unilateral decisions regarding wages or work-

ing times, for instance (Silver, 2003). The dimension also encom-

passes situations in which workers are unaware of the protection net-

work offered by trade unions and collective agreements and, there-

fore, these are partially or not applied (Vives, 2010).     

Vulnerability is directly related to the unbalanced power relations at 

work. Workers in a vulnerable situation lack resources to offset au-

thoritarian or discriminatory practices, both exerted by employers 

(e.g., threats of being fired) and coworkers (e.g., bullying), or to ask 

for better employment and working conditions (Pollert & Charlwood, 

2009). Among these resources are the absence of formal or informal 

social support in the workplace, or security over the continuation of 

employment (Cano, 2000).   

The rights to which workers are entitled are designed to protect work-

ers against market risks and decommodify labor (Esping-Andersen, 
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1990). These may include monetary compensations during non-work 

periods (e.g., sick leave, unemployment benefits, retirement), or non-

wage benefits (e.g., paid vacations, compulsory breaks during the 

journey). Therefore, the absence of these rights inherently entails the 

dependence of workers on their capacity to sell their labor power, 

which leaves them unprotected from adverse externalities and, by ex-

tension, in an unfavorable bargaining position (Esping-Andersen, 

1990; Standing, 2011). Poor knowledge of these rights is also a sign 

of precariousness (Vosko, 2006). 

The capacity to exercise rights adds to the previous dimension by 

differentiating what is established in labor legislation from actual 

practices in the workplace. Implicit or explicit threats of dismissal, 

wage cuts, or other reprisals may prevent workers from exercising 

their legal rights (Porthé et al., 2010). Therefore, even when compre-

hensive social protection nets are deployed, workers in a precarious 

employment situation potentially remain subordinated to their jobs 

and employers (Lorey, 2015).  

To end with, in capitalist societies, wages are the main incentive for 

workers to engage in employment relationships (Bowles & Edwards, 

1985). As such, inadequate wages that do not allow the achievement 

of a sustainable standard of living crystallizes the vulnerable position 

of precarious workers in the unequal distribution of power resources, 

both in the workplace and in societies at large (Castel, 2002).   

As stressed above, the power relations perspective within which this 

conceptualization is framed (Korpi, 2006) allows the introduction or 
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extraction of dimensions according to the ever-changing contextual 

characteristics that embed precarious employment relationships, pro-

vided that they stem from the asymmetry in the power relations be-

tween capitalists and laborers.  

In that regard, ever since Amable’s approach was published (2006), 

European labor markets have undergone profound changes, including 

far-reaching globalization processes and technological innovations 

(see chapter 1). The service sector now circumscribes a large share 

of the workforce. As a result, demand fluctuations are much more 

volatile and require new forms of employment flexibility for employ-

ers to adapt to market irregularities, that is, new sources of employ-

ment precariousness. Among them is the unpredictability of working 

times, which constitutes the seventh dimension of precarious employ-

ment as understood in this dissertation. The dimension relates to the 

absence of control of workers over the time spent at work. Certainly, 

it stems from the unequal distribution of resources between employ-

ers and employees, in the sense that employers can rearrange the 

working schedules of employees at will while the latter have few re-

sources to oppose. (Arlinghaus et al., 2019; Porthé et al., 2010). As 

such, they cannot establish daily routines or participate in social life 

to the point of being reduced to mere wage-earners (Castel, 2002).   
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3.2 From the conceptualization to the operation-
alization of precarious employment 

If agreement on a gold-standard conceptualization is yet to be 

achieved, let alone a standardized operationalization to measure the 

concept regionally, nationally, and internationally.  

Beyond the absence of a consensual conceptual framework on which 

to build an operationalization, information systems that assess the 

quality of employment relationships periodically and with sufficient 

detail are scarce (Benach et al., 2012, 2016). National institutes of 

statistics retrieve data on unemployment, wages and, in some coun-

tries, the type and length of contracts, but not on more intricate fea-

tures such as worker bargaining power.  

Against this background, over the years most scholars focused on 

one-dimensional proxy indicators of precarious employment, such as 

temporary employment, low wages, or perceived job insecurity (Be-

nach et al., 2014; Ferrie et al., 2002; Virtanen et al., 2005). While 

these approaches did advance knowledge on topics such as the trends 

and the social distribution of the phenomenon, they can still lead to 

the misclassification of non-precarious workers as precarious and 

vice-versa (Julià, Vives, et al., 2017; Vives, González-López, et al., 

2020). Moreover, one-dimensional approaches oversimplify the con-

trasting experiences of workers in each territorial reality. By way of 

illustration, temporary jobs in countries with flexicurity systems 

(e.g., Denmark, the Netherlands) have different implications for the 

working and living conditions of employees compared to countries 
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where these contractual forms of employment are used by corpora-

tions to reduce labor costs and transfer market risks to workers (e.g., 

Spain, Greece) (Grimshaw et al., 2016; Vosko et al., 2009).  

That being so, attempts to operationalize precarious employment 

multidimensionally spread progressively (Kreshpaj et al., 2020; 

Vanroelen et al., 2021). However, only a handful of the existing pro-

posals were empirically validated (Lewchuk, 2017; Vercruyssen & 

Van Gyes, 2017). Among them is the Employment Precariousness 

Scale (EPRES) (Vives et al., 2010), which is grounded on the con-

ceptual framework put forth by Amable (2006). It consists of a sum-

mative scale composed of 22 items that are sorted into the six dimen-

sions listed above (i.e., temporariness, wages, rights, exercise of 

rights, disempowerment, and vulnerability). As mentioned above, 

EPRES was empirically validated in Spain (Vives et al., 2010, 2015) 

and Catalonia (Benach et al., 2015). Later on, it was translated, 

adapted, and empirically validated in Chile (Vives et al., 2017), Swe-

den (Jonsson et al., 2019) and Belgium (Vandevenne, 2020), and is 

currently being tested in Finland. As such, EPRES stands out as a 

promising proposal to solve the puzzle of applying the same approach 

to different labor market realities (Ervasti & Virtanen, 2019; 

Peckham & Seixas, 2021).  

However, a key challenge of most multidimensional approaches, in-

cluding EPRES, is the availability of data on a periodic basis, which 

is crucial to analyze time trends and evaluate public policies (Benach 

et al., 2016). Because of the lack of high-quality register-based or 
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administrative data on employment relationships7, these operational-

izations mostly rely on primary data sources, which are both expen-

sive and time-consuming.  

For this reason, researchers sought to adapt multidimensional theory-

based approaches such as EPRES to the information available in 

large-scale surveys (Matilla-Santander et al., 2020; Puig-Barrachina 

et al., 2014). Certainly, a great disadvantage of this strategy is the 

lack of control of the research team over the topics explored. How-

ever, multiple advantages outweigh this drawback: large-scale sur-

veys are conducted periodically on a representative sample of their 

target population, follow standardized sampling designs, and harmo-

nize their data so that comparative analyses can be performed. More-

over, most of these surveys are open to suggestions as regards the 

items to be included in following waves. That being so, researchers 

worldwide are increasingly embracing this procedure  (Matilla-San-

tander et al., 2020; Oddo et al., 2021; Puig-Barrachina et al., 2014).  

The strategy has an essential requirement, though. By adapting a con-

ceptualization or a theory-based operationalization to a secondary da-

taset, the resulting measure is basically composed of proxy-indica-

tors. Accordingly, it is imperative to perform conceptual and empiri-

cal validity tests to make sure that the nature of the original construct 

is safeguarded. Likewise, if measures are to be applied in the different 

 

7An exception is the Swedish case, where a multidimensional measure of PE was 

recently proposed by Jonsson and colleagues (2021). 
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countries or population groups covered in large-scale surveys, meas-

urement invariance techniques should also be checked (Davidov et 

al., 2014). However, few proposals undergo these tests (Vercruyssen 

& Van Gyes, 2017). 

All in all, there is still a long way to go in the research field of pre-

carious employment (Benach et al., 2016; Bodin et al., 2020). Yet, 

reaching international consensus on a conceptualization and opera-

tionalization of precarious employment or, at least, empirically vali-

dating an existing multidimensional proposal in a cross-national set-

ting, is a steppingstone to advance current knowledge on the broader 

implications of the phenomenon. Therefore, future research needs to 

be geared towards this direction. 
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4.1 The social determinants of health 

As it happened with precarious employment, health is a complex con-

cept to define. The understanding of what establishes “good health” 

evolved substantially over time. Early definitions focused solely on 

the biological or genetic characteristics of individuals. In a ground-

breaking shift, the World Health Organization (WHO) defined health 

as a “state of complete physical, mental, and social well-being, and 

not merely the absence of disease and infirmity” (World Health Or-

ganization, 1946)8. Despite being widely criticized (McCartney et al., 

2019), this definition acknowledged for the first time the social di-

mension of health.  

Thereupon, the scope of epidemiologic and public health research 

broadened to incorporate the social determinants of health, namely, 

the “circumstances in which people are born, grow up, live, work, 

and age” (WHO Commission on Social Determinants of Health, 

2008). These circumstances are in fact shaped by a set of cultural, 

political, economic, and social dynamics that stem from the uneven 

distribution of power, resources, and prestige across population 

groups (Marmot & Wilkinson, 2005; Solar & Irwin, 2010). As a 

 

8The Constitution of the WHO also argues that the enjoyment of the highest attain-

able standard of health is a fundamental right of every human being, as well as a 

mechanism to achieve other objectives in life, pointing out the responsibility of 

governments to secure the health of their inhabitants (World Health Organization, 

1946). 



 

 49 

result, the social determinants of health produce gradient-wise health 

inequalities globally, nationally, and regionally, wherein the most so-

cially disadvantaged population groups accumulate poorer health 

outcomes compared to increasingly more advantaged groups (Mar-

mot, 2015).  

Social inequalities in health are thus systematic, avoidable and, above 

all, unfair. Indeed, they can be potentially minimized through reason-

able action, social interventions, and interdisciplinary policies 

(Whitehead, 2007). That is, improving the living conditions of the 

population as a whole; balancing the unequal distribution of power, 

income, services, and goods; and monitoring the abovementioned 

phenomena to design and evaluate tailored action (WHO Commis-

sion on Social Determinants of Health, 2008).  

On that account, fully understanding the causal mechanisms under-

pinning the relationship between the social determinants of health 

and health inequalities is imperative to layout compelling policies 

and interventions, as well as to establish comprehensive surveillance 

systems of the social determinants of health at a macro-, meso-, and 

micro-level. As such, a number of scholars embraced the task of de-

veloping conceptual frameworks that can aid in shedding light on this 

relationship.  

Cassel (1976) hypothesized that psychosocial factors (i.e., domi-

nance hierarchies, social disorganization and rapid social change, 

marginal status in society, bereavement, and social support or psy-

chosocial assets) determine the social environment of individuals, 
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which in turn molds people’s resistance to pathogenic agents. Con-

trastingly, the ecosocial theory put forth by Krieger (1994, 2001) out-

lines that the unequal exposure to damaging experiences between 

dominant and dominated groups is configured by the interaction of 

social and ecological features that occur at multiple levels (i.e., na-

tional, regional, area, household, and individual). These experiences 

are embodied (i.e., incorporated biologically) by population groups, 

producing health inequalities. Link and Phelan (1995), in turn, argued 

that social factors are likely “fundamental causes” of individual ex-

posure to risks and diseases, in the sense that these determine access 

to important resources and affect multiple other mechanisms that 

have a bearing upon the contraction of diseases. Beyond that, they 

also stressed that the association between social factors and diseases 

is maintained even when intervening mechanisms change. Dahlgren 

and Whitehead (1992, 2021) conceptualized the upstream-down-

stream “rainbow model”, currently the most influential of its kind. 

The model pictured the interconnectedness of distal (i.e., general so-

cioeconomic, cultural, and environmental conditions) and proximal 

(i.e., biological factors) determinants of health inequalities, stream-

lined by intermediate determinants (i.e., living and working condi-

tions, including education, the work environment, access to 

healthcare services, etc.). Lastly, the Commission to Reduce Social 

Inequalities in Health in Spain (Comisión para reducir las 

desigualdades sociales en salud en España, 2015), drawing on the 

work of Solar and Irwin (2010) and Navarro (2004), proposed a 

framework that also differentiated structural (i.e., distal) and interme-

diate determinants of health inequalities, but incorporated the axes of 
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social inequalities (e.g., gender, age, ethnicity, social class) as a cen-

tralizing force (Figure 1).  

 
Figure 1. Conceptual framework of the social determinants of health inequalities. 

(Comisión para reducir las desigualdades sociales en salud en España, 2015). 

In this framework, the authors theorized the structural determinants 

of health inequalities as the interplay between political, socioeco-

nomic, and cultural processes that shape the legal and regulatory 

framework (i.e., macroeconomic policies, labor markets, welfare 

states) in which people’s living conditions develop. These therefore 

define the unequal distribution of intermediate determinants of health 

inequalities, both directly, through the unequal access to material re-

sources or services, and indirectly, through the configuration of the 

social environment of individuals that engenders distinct psychoso-

cial factors and, ultimately, health-related behaviors and biological 

factors.   
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The interrelation between the structural and intermediate determi-

nants of health is centralized by the axes of social inequalities, as 

briefly mentioned above. More precisely, the axes of social inequal-

ities systematize the uneven distribution of power across population 

groups through the uneven representation of these groups in the main 

social and economic actors in societies (e.g., governments, corpora-

tions, civil organizations), for instance. Correspondingly, people are 

socially placed in more or less favorable positions within the social 

structure, which results in unequal opportunities and assets to prosper 

in all life domains, including education, employment, and housing. 

All these processes combined produce social inequalities in health.  

That being said, this framework is of particular interest for the pur-

poses of the current dissertation. Firstly, it explicitly highlights em-

ployment as an intermediate determinant of health. Secondly, it em-

phasizes the embeddedness of employment relationships in the 

broader socioeconomic, political, and cultural context in which these 

occur. Thirdly, it points out the central role that the axes of social 

inequalities in general, and gender in particular, play in the produc-

tion of employment-related health inequalities. Hence, the following 

sections will be grounded on this all-embracing perspective.  
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4.2 Precarious employment as a social 
determinant of health 

The acknowledgement of the social determinants of health gave birth 

to multiple research disciplines, including occupational health. His-

torically, this discipline was focused on the adverse health effects of 

unemployment (Dooley et al., 1996). However, as the main source of 

income and activity for the majority of the population, at least in cap-

italist societies, the characteristics of employment contribute greatly 

to the configuration of people’s daily experiences and determine the 

position of individuals in the social structure (Kunst & Mackenbach, 

2000), which has a key weight in shaping the health and well-being 

of the working population (Comisión para reducir las desigualdades 

sociales en salud en España, 2015; Dahlgren & Whitehead, 1992, 

2021). As such, employment, and not only the lack of it, was also 

recognized as a crucial social determinant of health and health ine-

qualities that affects workers, their families, and broader communi-

ties (Benach, Muntaner, et al., 2013).  

Indeed, there are several features of jobs that have a bearing upon 

health. Certainly, lifting heavy loads on a daily basis, that is, during 

the working journey, can result in musculoskeletal pain (Engels et al., 

1996). Likewise, being exposed to toxics such as asbestos at work 

enhances the risk of cancer (Doll, 1955). On another instance, ad-

verse psychosocial work environments (e.g., poor social support, 

high emotional demands, low control over the tasks performed) can 

have long-standing consequences on the mental health of workers 

(Stansfeld & Candy, 2006). All these features, which monopolized 
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occupational and public health research for years, relate to the nature 

or content of the tasks performed (e.g., whether jobs are physically 

demanding, repetitive, require particular skills) and the associated 

working conditions (e.g., physical, environmental, ergonomic, psy-

chosocial). 

Beyond that, however, the circumstances under which workers are 

engaged in a job or occupation (i.e., employment conditions), as well 

as the materialization of power relations between employers and em-

ployees (i.e., employment relations) also have the potential to impact 

the health and well-being of workers (Benach, Muntaner, et al., 2013; 

Vanroelen, 2019). For instance, earning low wages has extensively 

been acknowledged to damage health (Deaton, 2008; Stronks et al., 

1997). Therefore, precarious employment, understood as the accu-

mulation of unfavorable employment conditions and relations (see 

chapter 3), should also be conceived as a social determinant of health 

and health inequalities (Benach & Muntaner, 2007). 

Against this background, precarious employment was incorporated 

into the occupational and public health research agenda. At first, 

given the absence of a standardized conceptualization and operation-

alization of the term, and the scarcity of detailed sources of infor-

mation, researchers relied on one-dimensional proxy-indicators (see 

chapter 3). This body of research definitely helped to empirically un-

ravel the health-damaging effects of precarious employment. Tem-

porary employment, for instance, showed consistent associations 

with presenteeism, work accidents, and all-cause as well as cause-

specific mortality (Balogh et al., 2021; Benavides et al., 2006; 
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Virtanen et al., 2005). Perceived job insecurity was reported to cause 

both poor psychological well-being and somatic ill-health (De Witte 

et al., 2016; Ferrie et al., 2002). Part-time employment and irregular 

working hours were also linked to poor health outcomes (Arlinghaus 

et al., 2019; De Moortel et al., 2014; Fagan et al., 2014).  

Nevertheless, ambiguous findings and theoretical inconsistencies of 

these approaches should not be overlooked. On a first account, a re-

view of the relationship between temporary employment and health 

found inconclusive results regarding physical and mental health out-

comes (Virtanen et al., 2005). This was argued to relate to the great 

heterogeneity of employment situations falling under the term “tem-

porary employment”, ranging from seasonal agricultural work to pro-

fessional project-based contracts (Peckham & Seixas, 2021). As for 

job insecurity, it stems from the individual perception of potential job 

loss or dismissal. Therefore, it may derive from circumstances other 

than the employment conditions and relations, including economic 

crises or personal feelings and expectations. Finally, studies that con-

sidered variables related to personal choices suggested that involun-

tary full-time employment may be worse for the health and well-be-

ing of the working population than part-time employment or irregular 

working times (De Moortel et al., 2020). In sum, one-dimensional 

indicators oversimplify the multiple dimensions of precarious em-

ployment that have a bearing upon the health of workers (Benach et 

al., 2014; Bodin et al., 2020; Peckham & Seixas, 2021). Moreover, 

these individual dimensions (e.g., temporary contracts, part-time em-

ployment, irregular working times) translate into different impair-

ments to achieve a sustainable standard of living and, by extension, 
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they have a different potential to affect health and well-being 

(Bosmans, 2016, pp. 69–74). That being so, the findings derived from 

each one-dimensional indicator cannot be equated.  

These drawbacks called for the adoption of multidimensional ap-

proaches (Vives, Benmarhnia, et al., 2020). Thereupon, various ef-

forts to operationalize precarious employment from a public health 

perspective emerged. Among others, EPRES (see chapter 3) gained 

strong appeal (Ervasti & Virtanen, 2019; Peckham & Seixas, 2021), 

showing consistent associations with both physical and mental health 

outcomes in multiple countries (Jonsson, Matilla-Santander, Kresh-

paj, Johansson, et al., 2021; Julià, Vanroelen, et al., 2017; 

Vandevenne, 2020; Vives, Benmarhnia, et al., 2020). Other multidi-

mensional measures were also associated with poor health outcomes, 

including occupational injuries (Koranyi et al., 2018; Peckham et al., 

2019), functional limitations (Scott-Marshall & Tompa, 2011) and, 

above all, poor mental health (Rönnblad et al., 2019; Utzet et al., 

2020).  

Yet, multidimensional approaches are not without their hindrances 

either. From a conceptual perspective, the use of these approaches 

precedes the achievement of international agreement on, at least, the 

dimensions that shape precarious employment. Hence, there is great 

heterogeneity in the dimensions included in each measure (Utzet et 

al., 2020). While employment instability (or the type and length of 

contracts) wages, and poor social benefits and rights are rather ubiq-

uitous (Kreshpaj et al., 2020), other dimensions are as diverse as pre-

vious spells of unemployment (Canivet et al., 2016), subjective 
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perceptions of wage adequacy (Macmillan & Shanahan, 2021), or 

training opportunities (Vandevenne, 2020; Vanroelen et al., 2021). 

Therefore, and as it happened with distinct one-dimensional indica-

tors, the comparability of the findings is questionable. On top of that, 

few existing multidimensional measures were validated empirically 

(Jonsson et al., 2019; Vandevenne, 2020; Vives et al., 2010, 2017). 

Non-validated measures may thus combine dimensions that affect 

health in a completely different manner (e.g., long working hours and 

involuntary part-time employment), leading to uninterpretable re-

sults.  

In more methodological terms, several approaches to the multidimen-

sionality of precarious employment have been harnessed, the most 

popular ones being typological proposals and summative scales 

(Vanroelen et al., 2021). Briefly, the former procedure supports that 

the unequal combination of dimensions results in distinct employ-

ment typologies with distinct health-damaging effects (van Aerden et 

al., 2016). On the negative side, however, there is the subjective in-

terpretation of the typologies by the research team. The latter ap-

proach rules out such subjectiveness by relying on the accumulation, 

rather than the combination, of dimensions. But, in this case, the ap-

proach overlooks the unequal burden that each dimension poses on 

the health of workers. Certainly, weighting the dimensions could po-

tentially overcome this issue, but it requires a deep (and still imma-

ture) understanding of the mechanisms through which precarious em-

ployment affects health (Benach, Vanroelen, et al., 2013; Muñoz-

Bustillo et al., 2009). All said, the two procedures provide dissimilar 

information and, again, can entail contrasting results.  
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Resolving these conceptual and methodological inquiries is a com-

plex endeavor that requires the cooperative work of interdisciplinary 

researchers, public institutions, and social actors. Yet, some key 

points and recommendations can definitely be drawn from them. 

First, future empirical research on precarious employment and health 

should be based on multidimensional approaches to better encapsu-

late the full scope of the concept, as well as the multiple ways in 

which it negatively affects health. Second, these approaches should 

be theoretically sound, that is, based on well-established and compre-

hensive conceptual frameworks. Finally, they should be empirically 

validated, to safeguard the meaningfulness of the findings (Benach et 

al., 2016).  
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4.3 Precarious employment and health: a gender 
perspective 

Despite the conceptual and methodological shortcomings mentioned 

in the previous section, occupational and public health research tack-

ling the adverse effects of precarious employment grew significantly 

in the last decades, showing consistent associations with an increas-

ing number of health outcomes (Benach et al., 2014; Bodin et al., 

2020). Yet, knowledge gaps remain. Among these gaps are the un-

derstanding of gender inequalities in these associations.  

As detailed in the foregoing, the axes of social inequalities play a key 

role in the distribution of power and resources across population 

groups, resulting in uneven opportunities to achieve a sustainable 

standard of living and, by extension, in health inequalities (Comisión 

para reducir las desigualdades sociales en salud en España, 2015). 

Gender, as one of the axes of social inequalities, strongly influences 

the way men and women develop within societies according to a set 

of socially constructed norms, values, and roles (Marmot & 

Wilkinson, 2005; Ridgeway & Correll, 2004). By dint of these 

norms, values, and roles, women are placed in a socially more disad-

vantaged position than men, which is made manifest in multiple lev-

els of the social structure (Krieger, 2001). Women thus face multiple 

sources of adversity that reinforce each other in the production of 

health inequalities between them and their male counterparts. Precar-

ious employment is only one of these sources of adversity. As such, 

its effects on the health of men and women should be understood in 



 

 
60 

conjunction with the social organization of work and life (Weber & 

Parra-Medina, 2003).   

For instance, the gendered division of labor that traditionally at-

tributed to women the brunt of reproductive activities, as well as pro-

ductive activities in double breadwinner models (Crompton, 1999), 

determined the unequal implications that the evolution of employ-

ment relationships had for men and women, both in Western and 

Central-Eastern European countries (see chapter 2). On a first ac-

count, by being historically relegated to the private sphere, the inter-

ests of women were underrepresented in social and labor movements 

(Silver, 2003). Therefore, their incorporation into the labor market 

was more a response to an economic need rather than an emancipa-

tion process actively driven by women. On a second account, the role 

of women as primary caregivers and secondary wage-earners nar-

rowed both their opportunities and expectations within labor markets 

(Pollert, 2003; Rubery et al., 1999). On a third account, socially con-

structed gender roles and stereotypes translated into horizontal and 

vertical sources of segregation, confining women to a restricted range 

of “feminized” occupations with low prospects for career progression 

(Christofides et al., 2013; Rubery & Fagan, 1995). All these factors 

combined channeled women into part-time and other types of flexible 

employment relationships that apparently ease the work-life balance, 

in low unionized economic sectors, and with few promotion oppor-

tunities. That is to say that women are far more frequently exposed 

to precarious employment than men and, when their jobs are not pre-

carious, they still encounter multiple other difficulties to stay and pro-

gress in the labor market (Menéndez et al., 2007). 
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To this should be added that the socially disadvantaged position of 

women is also made manifest outside the boundaries of labor markets 

(Ridgeway & Correll, 2004). As an example, women’s lower rate of 

participation in high-level politics results in the absence of a gender-

sensitive perspective in official policy (A. C. Weeks, 2017). Accord-

ingly, the all-embracing male power structure challenges women’s 

access to resources that would prevent or offset the negative conse-

quences of precarious employment (Menéndez et al., 2007). But, be-

yond that, it also entails other harmful life events or circumstances 

(e.g., structural violence against women) that intersect with precari-

ous employment in damaging the health and well-being of women 

further (Weber & Parra-Medina, 2003). 

All said, the proper incorporation of gender in occupational and pub-

lic health in general (Messing et al., 2003), and in the research field 

of precarious employment in particular (Menéndez et al., 2007; 

Valero et al., 2020), is imperative. To date, however, only a handful 

of studies applied a gender lens in their analyses, and those that 

showed stratified results by women and men retrieved contrasting 

findings: while some studies report greater associations among men, 

others do so among women, and a third set of studies suggests that 

precarious employment affects men and women alike in terms of ill-

health (Gray et al., 2021; Valero et al., 2020).  

In any case, most authors relate their findings to the abovementioned 

gendered division of labor. On the one hand, a number of commen-

tators argue that the socially constructed role of men as breadwinners 

triggers a greater toll on their health in the event of an adverse labor 
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market outcome, including precarious employment, insofar as they 

are more strongly compelled to succeed professionally than women 

(Siaroff, 1994). On the other hand, by being overloaded with both 

productive and reproductive activities, precarious employment 

among women is theorized to add to an already detrimental experi-

ence and, ultimately, entail poorer health outcomes (Menéndez et al., 

2007). Recently, a more comprehensive study confirmed both theo-

ries by framing their analyses within welfare states and family re-

gimes (Fujishiro et al., 2021). More precisely, the authors suggested 

that men are indeed worse affected by precarious employment in tra-

ditional male breadwinner family models, whereas this is the case of 

women in double breadwinner models that provide few family-

friendly services and resources.  

Therefore, it is not yet clear whether precarious employment affects 

the health of men and women alike. What is evident, however, is the 

great need for holistic approaches that incorporate contextual factors 

into the analysis to truly disentangle the gendered distribution of pre-

carious-employment-related health outcomes.   
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4.4 The role of welfare states 

Beyond emphasizing the need to adopt a gender-sensitive perspective 

in the analysis of the relationship between precarious employment 

and health, the previous section stressed that contextual factors such 

as the gendered division of labor have a bearing upon people’s expo-

sure to and embodiment of precarious employment  (Krieger, 2001; 

Weber & Parra-Medina, 2003). Indeed, the conceptual framework of 

the social determinants of health on which this dissertation is based 

(Comisión para reducir las desigualdades sociales en salud en 

España, 2015) points out the interconnectedness of structural and in-

termediate determinants of health inequalities, centralized by the 

axes of social inequalities, in the production of health inequalities. 

That being so, if precarious employment is to be conceived as a social 

determinant of health, its relationship with health should be framed 

within the broader context in which it takes place.  

To shed light on this complex puzzle, Muntaner and colleagues 

(2010) proposed a macro-level conceptual model of the configuration 

of precarious employment relationships and health inequalities (Fig-

ure 2). At the core of the model is the particular distribution of power 

between the main economic (e.g., institutions, trade unions, and cor-

porations) and social (e.g., governments and civil organizations) ac-

tors in societies, which in turn is integrated in the historical and eco-

logical context of each society. This realm of political power relations 

is made manifest in two crucial sets of policies: labor market regula-

tions and welfare state policies and interventions. 
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Figure 2. Macro-level conceptual framework of employment relationships and 

health inequalities (Muntaner et al., 2010). 

By way of illustration, the most significant achievements of the work-

ing class, at least in Western European countries, were accomplished 

during the golden era of capitalism, when power relations between 

trade unions, corporate capital, and governments were relatively bal-

anced (see chapter 2). These achievements were definitely related to 

the expansion of employment protection legislation and social pro-

tection rights and benefits bound to the Fordist labor market, which 

gave birth to the Standard Employment Relationship, but also to the 

development of welfare states. As a consequence, the standards of 

living of the overall working class, and not only of industrial workers, 

ameliorated, insofar as welfare states safeguarded the working and 

non-working population from the risks and exigencies of the labor 

market. Contrastingly, when the distribution of power became unbal-

anced again to the detriment of trade unions and civil organizations, 
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in the late 1970s, both the flexibilization of employment relationships 

and retrenchment of welfare states arose.  

Labor markets and welfare states are thus deeply intertwined. Ac-

cordingly, the next part of the model depicts how the configuration 

of (precarious) employment relationships springs from the interac-

tions between the two institutions, rather than from the labor market 

structure alone (Kolberg & Esping-Andersen, 1991).  

Lastly, by shaping the evolution of employment relationships, labor 

markets and welfare states indirectly determine the health and well-

being of the population (Comisión para reducir las desigualdades 

sociales en salud en España, 2015; Dahlgren & Whitehead, 1992). 

Beyond that, however, welfare states are also directly related to 

health. As briefly mentioned above, the main aim of welfare states is 

to detach the living conditions of individuals from their capacity to 

sell their labor power (Esping-Andersen, 1990). In more practical 

terms, to redistribute resources and assets among all population 

groups in order to blur social stratification and promote the universal 

achievement of a sustainable standard of living (Briggs, 1961; Mar-

shall, 1961). On that account, welfare states are committed to war-

ranting equal access to healthcare, education, or housing, for in-

stance, acting as buffers against the health-damaging effects of ad-

verse life events and circumstances, including precarious employ-

ment (Eikemo & Bambra, 2008; Muntaner et al., 2011). Therefore, 

welfare states both intersect and interact with precarious employment 

in defining health and well-being.  
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Certainly, this conceptual model is not exempted from weaknesses, 

such as the marginal role attributed to family models or to the axes 

of social inequalities, neglecting their transversality in the overall 

production of employment-related health inequalities (Comisión para 

reducir las desigualdades sociales en salud en España, 2015; Weber 

& Parra-Medina, 2003). Nevertheless, it was instrumental in high-

lighting welfare states as crucial factors in the relationship between 

precarious employment and health.  

In addition to that, by emphasizing the embeddedness of welfare 

states in the context in which they are shaped, the model pointed out 

that welfare policies and interventions cannot be understood inde-

pendently from one another (Kolberg & Esping-Andersen, 1991). 

Rather, these are all part of an integrated strategy or blueprint that 

aligns with the socioeconomic, political, and cultural structure of 

each society. This is of particular interest in view of the diverse ap-

proaches to welfare states that have been used so far in public health 

research (Bergqvist et al., 2013; E. Dahl & Van der Wel, 2013). The 

institutional approach, for instance, focuses on specific social poli-

cies, programs, and interventions (e.g., unemployment benefits, pen-

sions, family-friendly policies). Similarly, the expenditure approach 

addresses the share of public spending devoted to social protection 

schemes. Although these approaches are definitely useful to identify 

the scope and redistribution strategies of welfare states in each terri-

torial reality (Bergqvist et al., 2013), they fail to grasp the all-em-

bracing picture of how and why welfare states have a bearing upon 

the relationship between precarious employment and health. By con-

trast, the regime approach clusters national welfare states into a 
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number of rather homogeneous categories according to a set of insti-

tutional, cultural, and political criteria. For this reason, it is the most 

commonly used approach among occupational and public health 

scholars (Bambra et al., 2014; Bambra & Eikemo, 2009; De Moortel 

et al., 2014; Fujishiro et al., 2021; Mensah & Adjei, 2020; Shahidi, 

De Moortel, et al., 2016).  

In that regard, and focusing on the European context, five distinct 

welfare state regimes are commonly identified (Eikemo & Bambra, 

2008). First, Scandinavian welfare states (Nordic, social-democratic) 

stand out for their principles of universalism and strong intervention-

ism. As such, these regimes integrate a wide set of social services, 

transfers, and benefits that maximize the capacities for individual in-

dependence of the family and broader community and minimize so-

cial inequalities. These welfare states also endorse family support 

policies in order to empower men and women alike in their chances 

to pursue a professional career (Chung & Muntaner, 2007; Esping-

Andersen, 1990; Fritzell et al., 2005; Korpi et al., 2013). On the con-

trary, in Anglo-Saxon welfare states (liberal, residual) decommodifi-

cation policies are scant, employment is weakly regulated, and the 

state provision of welfare, including family policies and interven-

tions, is usually means-tested or subject to strict entitlement criteria. 

Consequently, families and other informal social protection networks 

bear the responsibility for key social benefits and services (Esping-

Andersen, 1990; Korpi et al., 2013; Lewis, 1992; Muntaner et al., 

2011). Continental welfare states (Christian-democratic, Bismarck-

ian, conservative, corporativist, coordinated) are strongly interven-

tionist and labor markets are soundly regulated, but welfare is 
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provided according to occupational criteria, which reinforces social 

inequalities. Additionally, these welfare states support the traditional 

male breadwinner model, relegating women to the role of homemak-

ers or secondary wage-earners (Daly, 2001; Esping-Andersen, 1990; 

Korpi et al., 2013; Lewis, 1992). Southern welfare states (Mediterra-

nean, post-fascist) are rather underdeveloped and provide few social 

benefits and transfers. Accordingly, individuals depend on their fam-

ilies and the voluntary sector. Mirroring continental welfare states, 

they also enforce the traditional male breadwinner model, but fewer 

policies are dedicated to families, children, and dependent individu-

als, hindering the incorporation of women into the labor market fur-

ther (Ferrera, 1999; Naldini, 2004; Navarro & Shi, 2001). To end 

with, Central-Eastern welfare states (transitional, post-communist, 

contradictory) are the result of the recent shift from communist wel-

fare regimes to a market economy (Cerami & Vanhuysse, 2009). As 

a consequence, the social protection structures on which the popula-

tion strongly relied were privatized, and labor market regulations 

were eased, shifting new market risks to an unshielded workforce. 

From a gender perspective, in these regimes women are sharply en-

couraged to participate in the labor market, echoing their communist 

past. Yet, the gendered division of labor in the private sphere persists, 

overloading women with a double burden of work (Fenger, 2007; 

Standing, 1996).  

Against this background, in occupational and public health research 

it is frequently hypothesized that Scandinavian welfare states attenu-

ate the health-damaging effects of unfavorable labor market out-

comes, including precarious employment, for both men and women 
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(Muntaner et al., 2011). On the contrary, Southern, Anglo-Saxon, and 

Central-Eastern welfare states are theorized to aggravate this rela-

tionship among women in particular. The empirical evidence sup-

porting these hypotheses is not yet conclusive, though. In a system-

atic review, Scandinavian welfare states were found to protect the 

health of flexible and permanent workers alike, as opposed to the 

other welfare state regimes (Kim et al., 2012). However, when a gen-

der-sensitive perspective is adopted, the results are less consistent 

(Bambra & Eikemo, 2009; De Moortel et al., 2014; Fujishiro et al., 

2021; Mensah & Adjei, 2020). 

All said, further research is needed to fully understand the extent to 

which welfare states and family models mold the relationship be-

tween precarious employment and health. Therefore, adopting this 

intersectional view of welfare states, family models, and employment 

relationships could make a stride towards more integrated labor and 

social policies that aid in minimizing the adversities of precarious 

employment.
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Precarious employment is an on-the-rise phenomenon (Lorey, 2015). 

Undeniably, adverse employment situations have rather been the 

norm throughout the history of wage-earning societies (Castel, 2002; 

Muntaner, 2016). Even in the so-called golden era of capitalism, 

wherein the working class achieved an unprecedented power position 

in the realm of political power relations, multiple workers were ex-

cluded from social protection and collective bargaining structures (L. 

Vosko et al., 2009). Nevertheless, in recent decades the combination 

of multiple economic crises and ensuing neoliberal and austerity pol-

icies, globalization processes, and far-reaching technological innova-

tions opened the door to old and new forms of employment precari-

ousness (Kalleberg, 2018). Compounding that, the evident challenges 

of properly regulating this ever-changing landscape left an increasing 

share of the labor force at mercy of their individual or familiar capac-

ity to overcome mounting labor market risks (Armano et al., 2017; 

Lorey, 2015).  

This scenario raised social, political, and academic concern about the 

detrimental consequences of precarious employment aggravated by 

the retrenchment of welfare states and collective bargaining schemes, 

particularly in terms of health and well-being (Benach et al., 2014; 

Bodin et al., 2020). Indeed, a growing body of research supports the 

association between precarious employment and a wide range of poor 

health outcomes (Benach et al., 2014; Gray et al., 2021; Koranyi et 

al., 2018; Rönnblad et al., 2019; Utzet et al., 2020). However, the 

previous chapters pointed out multiple gaps in current knowledge that 

hinder the identification of policy entry points to fight against the 
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health-damaging effects of precarious employment regionally, na-

tionally, and internationally.  

First and foremost, the absence of international agreement on a con-

ceptualization and, by extension, operationalization of precarious 

employment poses a major challenge for comparative occupational 

and public health research. (Kreshpaj et al., 2020). Certainly, coming 

up with a comprehensive measure of such a complex phenomenon 

that is pervasive in multiple countries and over time is an intricate 

endeavor, insofar as the evolution of employment relationships ac-

cording to the socioeconomic, political, and cultural framework in 

which they are embedded results in the expansion of distinct forms 

of employment in each society (Bodin et al., 2020; Muntaner, 2016). 

For instance, in countries where neoliberal theory gained strong ap-

peal and the subsequent deployment of liberal policies relaxed labor 

market regulations, extremely flexible employment relationships 

(e.g., zero-hour contracts) spread far more than in countries where 

trade unions and civil organizations retained a relative influence in 

the public sphere (Farina et al., 2020). That being so, measures of 

precarious employment that capture the full scope of the phenome-

non in one context may not do so in another context (Muñoz-Bustillo 

et al., 2009; Muntaner, 2016).  

This is particularly conspicuous in Central-Eastern European coun-

tries. Due to the fact that this group of countries has, in general terms, 

fewer research capacities and high-quality information structures 

than their Western European counterparts (Santoro et al., 2016), stud-

ies examining the configuration of (precarious) employment relation-
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ships in Central-Eastern Europe are scarce. Yet, their socio-historical 

labor market trajectories cannot be equated with those of Western 

European labor markets (see chapter 2). On that account, it is reason-

able to think that the triggers of precarious employment in Central-

Eastern and in Western European countries diverge substantially. Us-

ing the same measure in the two groups of countries may therefore 

lead to misleading conclusions about how precarious employment is 

arranged and distributed in Europe (Orfao et al., 2021).  

In the era of globalized labor markets, expanding the boundaries of 

precarious employment research at an international level is impera-

tive. Moreover, achieving a measure of the phenomenon that can be 

equally applied in multiple countries can aid in drawing lessons from 

national experiences. It is undeniable that the absence of an interna-

tionally consensual conceptualization and operationalization of the 

phenomenon weighs down this essential strand of research. Yet, em-

pirically validating a multidimensional and theoretically sound ap-

proach in a cross-national setting represents an insightful first step 

towards this goal (Muñoz-Bustillo et al., 2009; Vercruyssen & Van 

Gyes, 2017). 

One of the few extant proposals that has already been validated for 

epidemiological research in several countries with distinct labor mar-

ket structures is EPRES. As mentioned in the foregoing, EPRES is a 

multidimensional measure of precarious employment, conceptually 

grounded on Amable’s (2006) approach, that consists of six dimen-

sions: temporariness, wages, rights, exercise of rights, vulnerability, 

and disempowerment (Vives, 2010). The scale was designed and 
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validated in Spain (Vives et al., 2010, 2015) and, subsequently, it was 

translated and validated in Chile (Vives et al., 2017), Sweden (Jons-

son et al., 2019), and Belgium (Vandevenne, 2020). However, so far 

it has only been included in primary data sources. Accordingly, data 

are not collected systematically and are not homogenized across 

countries. That being so, EPRES cannot be used to analyze time 

trends or cross-national comparisons, which is crucial in view of the 

chameleonic nature of precarious employment.  

This limitation triggered the first objective of the current dissertation: 

to adapt EPRES to the information available in a large-scale survey 

and to empirically validate the resulting measure in Spain, the coun-

try where EPRES was designed.  

This objective was thus designed to obtain an instrument conceptu-

ally homologue to EPRES but derived from a source of information 

that is conducted periodically, in order to offer the opportunity to re-

trieve comprehensive data on the prevalence and distribution of pre-

carious employment on a regular basis. For this purpose, the Euro-

pean Working Conditions Survey (EWCS) stood as a promising data 

source. Firstly, the EWCS is administered quinquennially. Secondly, 

it is representative of the population in employment in a wide range 

of European countries, up to 35 in the last published wave that was 

fielded in 2015 (Eurofound, 2017). Lastly, it contains an exhaustive 

set of items related to employment conditions and relations, employ-

ment-related health outcomes, and demographic and socioeconomic 

characteristics of interviewees and the households in which they re-

side (Eurofound, 2021). Accordingly, EWCS has been chosen by 
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multiple scholars so far to put forth indicators of precarious employ-

ment (Matilla-Santander et al., 2020; Puig-Barrachina et al., 2014), 

job quality (Vercruyssen & Van Gyes, 2017), and employment qual-

ity (Van Aerden et al., 2016). As such, it was considered an appealing 

dataset to fulfil the current objective.  

Beyond that, it is worth mentioning that restricting the validation of 

the adapted version of EPRES, namely, EPRES-E (i.e., Employment 

Precariousness Scale for Europe) to Spain responded to a cautionary 

measure to safeguard the integrity of the original construct. In other 

words, if the context in which employment is experienced has the 

potential to shape the various forms precarious employment can take, 

validating EPRES-E, an adapted measure, in a context where EPRES 

has not yet proven valid may result in ambiguous findings. Neverthe-

less, the final goal of this whole endeavor was to obtain a multidi-

mensional measure of precarious employment that could be mean-

ingfully used in cross-country comparative research.  

On that account, the second objective of the dissertation was to em-

pirically validate EPRES-E in the remaining European countries cov-

ered in the EWCS-2015, i.e. the last wave published to date.  

Note that the scope of this objective went far beyond the methodo-

logical effort to validate an instrument cross-nationally. Exploring 

whether a structured measure of precarious employment composed 

of predefined dimensions can be equally applied in multiple countries 

inherently sheds light on the configuration of precarious employment 

in each of the countries tested (Rudnev et al., 2018). In countries 
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where validity is not attained, the proposed dimensions do not fully 

capture the full span of precariousness that employment relationships 

can take there. On the contrary, in countries where validity is at-

tained, precarious employment is potentially contoured by the same 

set of facets. Analyzing these divergences from a critical perspective 

has the potential to enrich the current understanding of what are or 

are not the dimensions that sculpt precarious employment across Eu-

rope.  

Aside from that, the cross-national validation of a comprehensive 

measure of precarious employment is a fundamental first step before 

the occupational and public health research agenda can be taken any 

further. That being so, the other central axis of this dissertation was 

to explore the role of precarious employment as a social determinant 

of health. More precisely, as a gendered social determinant of health.  

As a matter of fact, women are, in general terms, more exposed to 

precarious forms of employment than men (Menéndez et al., 2007). 

Compounding that, the gendered division of labor that frequently re-

sults in a double burden of work and other forms of structural dis-

crimination against women, pose a greater toll on their health and 

well-being (Rosenfield & Mouzon, 2013; Weber & Parra-Medina, 

2003). Nevertheless, it is not yet clear whether precarious employ-

ment unequally affects the health of women and men (Gray et al., 

2021; Valero et al., 2020). What is clear, however, is that the rela-

tionship between precarious employment and health across genders 

cannot be decontextualized from the broader context in which it oc-

curs, especially from welfare states and family models (Fujishiro et 
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al., 2021), which have the potential to provide precarious working 

men and, particularly, women with resources and assets to avoid or 

counteract the adversities of their employment situation (Comisión 

para reducir las desigualdades sociales en salud en España, 2015; 

Muntaner et al., 2010). Introducing these contextual factors into the 

analysis inherently implies performing cross-country comparative re-

search, which brings us back to the need of a valid cross-national 

measure of precarious employment.  

Accordingly, the third objective of the dissertation was to examine 

the relationship between EPRES-E and mental health in the European 

countries where EPRES-E proved to be valid, both among men and 

women. Related to it, a sub-objective was to examine the role of Eu-

ropean welfare states in this relationship, again across genders.  

Among all the health outcomes with which precarious employment 

has hitherto been associated, mental health was deemed the most suit-

able to meet this objective. Mental health conditions are increasingly 

being acknowledged as a key public health issue (World Health Or-

ganization, 2021). Therefore, advancing knowledge of its determi-

nants represents a cornerstone for policymakers and other active 

agents in the design, implementation, and evaluation of public poli-

cies. Precarious employment is among these determinants, insofar as 

mental health is considered “the most acutely responsive and the 

most sensitive” health indicator of adverse life events and circum-

stances (Marusic & Bhugra, 2008), and precarious employment is 

definitely and adverse life circumstance (Lorey, 2015). That being 

so, both quantitative and qualitative research have described mental 
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health to be at the core of precarious workers’ health complaints 

(Bosmans et al., 2016; Clarke et al., 2007; Porthé et al., 2010; 

Rönnblad et al., 2019; Utzet et al., 2020).  

On the one hand, this consistency in the literature provides an insight-

ful framework to extend the validation of EPRES-E one step further. 

Determining the extent to which a measure relates to other indicators 

in an expected manner provides robustness to the assumption that the 

theorized measure actually captures the construct that it intends to 

capture. Accordingly, this procedure is usually performed in the last 

phase of validating a construct (O’Leary-Kelly & J. Vokurka, 1998). 

In this case, therefore, EPRES-E should demonstrate consistent asso-

ciations with poor mental health. On the other hand, although plenty 

of evidence points out the relationship between precarious employ-

ment and mental health, the existence of a gender differential in this 

relationship is less clear (Gray et al., 2021; Valero et al., 2020). Some 

studies suggest that welfare states and family models play a key role 

in explaining this differential (Fujishiro et al., 2021; Menéndez et al., 

2007). Hence, the third objective of this thesis was devised to shed 

light on this intricate.  

Summing up, precarious employment is not a uniform phenomenon, 

nor are its health-damaging effects. Advancing current knowledge on 

how and why precarious employment produces health inequalities 

across countries and genders is thus contingent on developing a com-

prehensive measure of the phenomenon that can be equally applied 

in a multiplicity of countries. Therefore, this dissertation is aimed at:  
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1) To adapt EPRES to the information available in the EWCS-2015 

and to test the psychometric properties and construct validity of the 

adapted measure (i.e., EPRES-E) in Spain.  

2) To empirically validate EPRES-E in the 35 European countries 

covered in the EWCS-2015. 

3) To explore the relationship between EPRES-E and poor mental 

health in the European countries where EPRES-E proved valid and 

the interactions with welfare states, separately by men and women.  
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To fulfill the objectives mentioned above, three different studies were 

carried out. These are presented in the following chapter, which also 

includes a detailed description of the methods employed in each 

study. As such, this chapter is mainly devoted to outlining the char-

acteristics of EPRES and the EWCS-2015 dataset, which are central 

to the development of EPRES-E.  

 

6.1 The Employment Precariousness Scale 

The Employment Precariousness Scale or EPRES is the result of a 

long-term, interdisciplinary, mixed-methods research project.  

In a first phase, beyond an extensive literature review, interviews 

with 12 key informants were performed. These were experts in the 

research fields of sociology, labor economics, social epidemiology, 

and public health, among others. Six focus-group discussions with 

temporary, permanent workers, and trade union representatives en-

sued (Amable, 2006; Vives, 2010). The starting point of both the in-

terviews and the discussions were the dimensions proposed by Rodg-

ers (1989). That is, employment instability, low wages, poor rights, 

and disempowerment.  

The aims of this qualitative phase of the project were therefore to 

confirm these four dimensions as key components of the configura-

tion of precarious employment, as well as to identify other potential 

dimensions. As a result of this process, the four dimensions listed 

above were verified, and two new dimensions were further added, 
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i.e., vulnerability, understood as the defenselessness of precarious 

workers against authoritarianism, and the capacity to exercise the 

rights to which they are entitled.  

Thereafter, the first version of the scale was put forth. This consisted 

of 26 items sorted into the six specified dimensions9. However, 

EPRES was conceived as a unitary scale in which items added up 

into a single score. Due to the fact that the dimensions were not com-

posed of the same number of items, the summative score was 

weighted according to the number of items in each dimension. That 

is, poor rights and vulnerability were the dimensions that weighed the 

most in the preliminary version of EPRES, whereas employment in-

stability and wages weighed the least (Amable, 2006; Vives, 2010).  

Ultimately, the psychometric properties and construct validity of 

EPRES were tested (Vives et al., 2010). The results prompted the 

exclusion of four items in subsequent versions (Vives et al., 2015). 

Additionally, a new method to calculate the scale was proposed, 

which consisted of the arithmetic mean of each dimension. By using 

this new method, equal weights were attributed to every dimension 

(Vives, 2010; Vives et al., 2015). All these contributions resulted in 

the final version of EPRES (Table 1).  

   

 

9Employment instability 2 items, wages 3 items, rights 7 items, disempowerment 

3 items, vulnerability 6 items, exercise of rights 5 items.  
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Indicator Response options 

Temporariness Type and length of 
contract 

0. Permanent  
1. Temporary, 1 year or more 
2. Temporary, no exact duration 
3. Temporary, from 1 year to 6 
months 
4. Temporary, less than 6 months 

Tenure 0. More than 10 years 
1. 5 to 10 years 
2. 2 to 5 years 
3. 6 months to 2 years 
4. Less than 6 months 

Wages Net monthly salary 0. > 2,400 euros 
1. 1,500-2,400 euros 
2. 750-1,500 euros 
3. 450-750 euros 
4. < 450 euros 

Your salary covers basic 
daily needs 

0. Always 
1. Most of the time 
2. Sometimes 
3. Rarely 
4. Never  

Your salary covers 
important unexpected 
expenses 

Disempowerment Setting of working times 0. By collective agreement 
1. Agreement within my working 
team 
2. Agreement with my employer 
3. By employer 
4. Don’t know  

Setting of salary 

Vulnerability You feel afraid to demand 
better working conditions  

0. Always 
1. Most of the time 
2. Sometimes 
3. Rarely 
4. Never 

You feel defenseless 
against authoritarianism 
You would be fired if you 
didn’t do what you are 
asked to do 
You are treated in an 
authoritarian manner 
You are made feel you 
can be easily replaced 

Rights Maternity/paternity leave 
0. Yes 
1. No 
2. Don’t know  

Pension 
Severance pay 
Unemployment benefits 

Exercise of rights Weekly holidays 0. Always 
1. Most of the time 
2. Sometimes 
3. Rarely 

Sick leave 
Going to the doctor 
Annual holidays 
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Day off for family reasons 4. Never 
Day off for personal 
reasons 

Table 1. Structure of the Employment Precariousness Scale (EPRES) 

 

To date, EPRES has been translated, adapted, and empirically vali-

dated in other countries. These versions contained additional items or 

even dimensions, in order to reflect better the contextual reality of 

each country. For instance, the Chilean version of EPRES (i.e., 

EPRES-Ch) incorporated an item related to previous spells of unem-

ployment into the “temporariness” dimension and two items related 

to the provision of insurance and occupational health and safety 

measures into the “rights” dimension (Vives et al., 2017). As for the 

Belgian version (i.e., EPRES-Be), the authors included two dimen-

sions: one referring to low employability opportunities and the other 

to the unpredictability of working times (Vandevenne, 2020; Vanroe-

len et al., 2021). That is to say that the construct of precarious em-

ployment on which EPRES is based (see chapter 3) offers the oppor-

tunity to include new items and dimensions to the measure while 

safeguarding the nature of the construct. As such, EPRES stands out 

as an insightful approach to be adapted to the EWCS-2015 dataset.  
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6.2 The European Working Conditions Survey 

The European Working Conditions Survey (EWCS) is a cross-sec-

tional survey representative of the population in employment (i.e., 

having worked for pay or profit at least one hour during the week 

preceding the interview) living in private households in the countries 

covered in each wave (Eurofound, 2021). Respondents are thus aged 

15 years or older except for respondents living in Bulgaria, Norway, 

Spain and the UK that are aged 16 years or older due to the minimum 

legal working age being higher in these countries. Ever since its first 

wave, fielded in 1990, the EWCS has been conducted quinquenni-

ally. In this first wave, 12 countries were covered, i.e., the 12 original 

European Union (EU) Member States, but this number increased pro-

gressively in subsequent waves. The sixth wave, which is the one 

used in the current thesis and that was fielded in 2015, covered up to 

35 countries; namely, the 27 EU Member States, 5 EU-candidate 

countries (i.e., Albania, Republic of North Macedonia, Montenegro, 

Servia and Turkey), Norway, Switzerland, and the UK.  

The main goal of the EWCS is to provide a comprehensive overview 

of the working and employment conditions, employment relations 

and employment-related outcomes of both employees and the self-

employed. As such, the questionnaire contains a broad range of items 

related to these topics, as well as information on demographics, 

household characteristics and socioeconomic indicators. Although 

some items change from wave to wave, the survey is homogenized 

across countries and waves so that cross-national comparisons and 

time trends can be analyzed meaningfully (Eurofound, 2021).  
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Focusing on the sixth wave of the EWCS, fielded between February 

and December 2015, almost 44,000 individuals responded to the sur-

vey, the average response rate being of 42.5% (ranging from 10.9% 

in Sweden to 78% in Albania). To select the sample of this specific 

wave, a random multi-stage stratified process was followed. In a first 

stage, country-level samples were stratified by region and degree of 

urbanization. Primary Sampling Units (PSU) were drawn randomly 

from the resulting strata with probability proportional to size (PPS). 

Thereafter, addresses, households or individuals were selected from 

PSUs using national registers when these were available. In the ab-

sence of high-quality registers, addresses were retrieved via enumer-

ation using a random-walk approach. Finally, an eligible individual 

was drawn from each of the selected households. Unless individual-

level registers were available, the selected interviewee was the person 

in employment whose birthday would be next. The questionnaire was 

administered face to face at the respondent’s home by trained inter-

viewees. In each country, the questionnaire was made available in 

various languages in order to minimize selection bias (Eurofound, 

2017).  
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Paper 1 

 

Padrosa, E., Belvis, F., Benach, J., & Julià, M. (2021). Measuring 

precarious employment in the European Working Conditions Sur-

vey: psychometric properties and construct validity in Spain. Qual-

ity & Quantity, 55 (2), 543-562. 
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Measuring precarious employment in the 
European Working Conditions Survey: 
psychometric properties and construct validity in 
Spain  

Abstract 

Monitoring precarious employment (PE) is crucial to design and 

evaluate policies tailored to enhance the quality of employment and 

to achieve more decent and sustainable labour markets. In that regard, 

the construction of theory-based multidimensional measurement 

instruments with data derived from well-established and 

periodically-conducted surveys stands out as an insightful 

opportunity to acquire so. Accordingly, this study aims to adapt the 

Employment Precariousness Scale (EPRES) to the available 

information in the European Working Conditions Survey VI (EWCS-

2015), and to explore the psychometric properties and construct 

validity of the ensuing instrument, namely EPRES-E, in Spain. 13 

items sorted in six dimensions (temporariness, disempowerment, 

vulnerability, exercise of rights, uncertain working times and wages) 

shaped the EPRES-E. In a sample of 2442 formal employees residing 

in Spain, item- and scale-level analyses were performed alongside 

omega reliability coefficients and confirmatory factor analyses 

(CFA). The scale exhibited good psychometric properties and 

reliability (ω = 0.80 for the EPRES-E score and near or above 0.70 

for all subscales excepting “exercise of rights”). The factor structure 

was confirmed by CFA [χ2 (df) = 530.432 (58), p < 0.0001; 
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CFI = 0.964; TLI = 0.951; RMSEA (95% CI) = 0.067 (0.062–0.073); 

all paths statistically significant]. Acceptability, however, was 

hampered by the large amount of non-response in the “earnings” 

variables (20.97%). In sum, the EPRES-E constitutes a promising 

instrument for the measurement of PE over time in Spain. Further 

studies should explore its comparability in the rest of the countries 

included in the EWCS as a first step towards the achievement of a 

European-wide monitoring system of the phenomenon. 

 

Keywords: Precarious employment, Psychometric properties, 

Construct validity, Confirmatory factor analysis, Spain  
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1 Introduction  

In the midst of the so-called fourth industrial revolution, framed by 

the perpetual development of neoliberal macroeconomic policies, 

globalisation processes and ensuing economic recessions, the nature 

of employment arrangements is changing at an unprecedented pace 

in post-industrialised societies. In this scenario, precarious employ- 

ment (PE) is increasingly gaining traction among social, political and 

academic actors. Because of the central role employment plays in 

most people’s daily life, the potential implications PE might have for 

crucial aspects such the well being of workers emerge as an issue of 

concern (Kalleberg 2018). Therefore, the development of monitoring 

schemes that inform of the prevalence, distribution and evolution of 

the phenomenon at regional, national and international levels is 

essential to identify policy entry points that effectively minimise its 

impact (Benach et al. 2016). To achieve this purpose, three main 

issues must be attained: first, international agreement on a 

conceptualisation of PE has to be reached; second, this 

conceptualisation must derive in a sound operationalisation that 

allow for collecting reliable and comparable data within and across 

sites; and third, data must be retrieved systematically to be able to 

assess the trends at all levels (Benach et al. 2012). These are not 

straightforward issues, though. On the one hand, the dynamism of 

labour markets determines the variety of forms PE can take over time, 

as well as the contexts in which people experience their jobs that are, 

in turn, shaped by political, socioeconomic, historical and cultural 

characteristics. Both these aspects influence what is held to be 

precarious in each territorial reality at a specific time point (Duell 
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2004; Muñoz-Bustillo et al. 2019). As a consequence, a consensual 

definition that can be applied for surveillance within and across 

countries is still absent. On the other hand, harmonized datasets that 

can be meaningfully compared are not omnipresent (Smits and Van 

Gyes 2017). Notwithstanding, especially in the European region, 

there are well-established surveys conducted on a periodic basis and 

covering a substantial amount of countries that stand out as a unique 

infrastructure for the monitoring of social phenomena. In the specific 

case of PE, the European Working Conditions Survey (EWCS) is a 

great source of information since it gathers data on working and 

employment conditions, employment relations and employment-

related well being outcomes (e.g. job insecurity, job satisfaction, 

etc.); is fielded every 5 years from its start in 1990; and accounts for 

a sizeable sample in an increasing number of European countries—

up to 37 in the latest wave of 2020 (Eurofound 2020).  

Considering all these standpoints, we aim to advance in this field 

through the proposal of a new multidimensional and theory-based 

instrument to monitor PE among formal employees. Concretely, we 

carry out an adaptation of the Employment Precariousness Scale 

(EPRES) in the sixth wave of the EWCS, which was conducted in 

2015 (Eurofound 2017a). We further assess the psychometric 

properties and construct validity of the ensuing instrument (hereafter, 

EPRES-E) in Spain, the country where the EPRES was originally 

designed and validated. Accordingly, the structure of the article is as 

follows: first, we draw from the existing literature to expose the main 

challenges of the available PE definitions and operationalisations, 

and display the solutions that our approach potentially provides for 
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the monitoring of the phenomenon; second, the development of the 

EPRES-E is presented, alongside the data set and the studied sample, 

which is followed by a detailed commentary on the methods applied 

in this research; third, the obtained results are depicted and, 

subsequently, discussed; finally, the implications of our findings for 

future research and policy-making are argued.  

2 Background  

As it was mentioned briefly in the section above, there is no 

internationally shared definition of PE. Indeed, not even the term is 

consensual since it is frequently used interchangeably with related 

terms such as employment precarity, job and employment quality or 

decent work (Van Aerden et al. 2014; Lewchuk 2017; Vercruyssen 

and Van Gyes 2017; ILO 2020a). Broadly, they all stem from the 

premise that employment should be a source of fair income, personal 

development, social integration and security on a number of aspects 

(Rodgers 1989; Standing 2011; Lewchuk 2017; ILO 2020a). 

Notwithstanding, ever since it was brought into the public discourse 

back in the 1980s by French sociologists (Barbier 2005), PE has been 

the term most extensively endorsed by all actors in society, both 

academic and non-academic (e.g. trade unions, politicians, civil 

organisations, etc.) (Campbell and Burgess 2018; Bodin et al. 2019). 

Accordingly, even in the absence of an agreed conceptualisation, 

some nuances of the concept are widely acknowledged. First, PE 

envisages the detrimental characteristics of employment 

relationships, which shape how workers are immersed in their jobs 

regardless of its specific content (Bodin et al. 2019). Therefore, the 
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concept focuses on the employment conditions (i.e. circumstances in 

which a person is engaged in a job or occupation such as the type of 

contract, wage, etc.) and employment relations (i.e. power relations 

between buyers and sellers of labour, both as collective and as 

individual actors), rather than on the nature of the job tasks and its 

related working conditions (Benach et al. 2013; Muntaner 2016). 

Second, it has a multidimensional nature (Rodgers 1989) in the sense 

that multiple adverse features related to different aspects of the 

employment relationship configure PE, and these do not need to 

occur simultaneously for a worker to be precarious (Campbell and 

Burgess 2018). Consequently, PE is theorised to represent a 

continuum rather than a clear-cut binary division, with employment 

arrangements displaying no precarious attributes lying in one end, 

and the most precarious and de-standardized jobs lying in the other 

(Julià et al. 2017). Third, it is confined to objective employment 

characteristics since subjective feelings and expectations might 

emanate from circumstances other than the employment relationship 

(Gould 1981; Burgess and Campbell 1998).  

Drawing from these ideas, in the last decades several efforts 

stemming from different research fields and national contexts have 

been put to define and operationalise PE. As a recent systematic 

review on the topic portrayed, three main dimensions were almost 

ubiquitous in the identified definitions and operationalizations: 

employment insecurity, income inadequacy, and lack of rights and 

social protection (Kreshpaj et al. 2020). This is an insightful 

stepping-stone for reaching conceptual agreement on what delineates 

PE at an international level. However, the authors also stated that, in 
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practice, most of the identified definitions fail to extend its 

applicability in other countries and labour market conjunctures, 

restricting the comparison of findings. Further, it is also a striking 

restriction for the monitoring of PE the difficulty of gathering 

primary data of these approaches over time. To overcome these 

limitations, the construction of measures based on a sound theoretical 

framework with the available information in on-going international 

labour surveys arises as an engaging opportunity. As a matter of fact, 

some studies attempting this strategy have already been carried out 

using, for example, the EWCS (Puig-Barrachina et al. 2014; Matilla-

Santander et al. 2020), but it is still a key gap in the literature the 

conceptual and empirical validation of these instruments. Since the 

use of secondary data that was not designed for the specific purpose 

of measuring PE constrains the way the concept is appre- hended, this 

is strongly required to ensure the theoretical nature of the instrument 

prevails.  

In this article, we aim to add to this strand of research through 

adapting an already validated tool to measure PE among formal 

employees (i.e. the EPRES) to the EWCS data, and to test its 

psychometric properties and construct validity in Spain. To elaborate, 

the EPRES is a multidimensional scale that goes beyond the three 

main dimensions of PE identified in the foregoing (Kreshpaj et al. 

2020), taking also into account the asymmetrical power relations 

underlying precarious employment arrangements (Amable 2006; 

Vives 2010). It does so through the following six dimensions: 

temporariness (type and duration of contract), low wages, lack of 

workplace rights, incapacity to exercise them, disempowerment 
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(level of negotiation of the employment conditions) and vulnerability 

(defencelessness to workplace authoritarianism). The process to 

come up with this structure involved, firstly, an extensive literature 

review followed by interviews with 12 key informants, i.e. experts in 

interdisciplinary fields such sociology, labour economy or social 

epidemiology. Thereafter, six focus groups discussions with 

temporary and permanent workers, and trade unions representa- tives 

were held (Amable 2006; Vives 2010). Finally, the scale was 

empirically validated, both among permanent and temporary formal 

employees in Spain (Vives et al. 2010) and Catalonia (Benach et al. 

2015). To date, the EPRES has also been validated in other labour 

market contexts such Chile’s private sector (Vives et al. 2017) and 

Sweden (Jonsson et al. 2019) so it stands out as an optimal theoretical 

basis for the objective of constructing a measure that can be used for 

the international monitoring of PE. However, some considerations 

must be born in mind as regards its adaptation to the EWCS-2015. 

First, the EPRES was last revised in 2010 (Vives et al. 2015), in the 

bosom of the financial and economic crisis that led to significant 

changes in European labour markets, particularly in Spain. This ever-

changing landscape might have set off sources of precariousness 

neglected in the EPRES that have to be taken into account. An 

example would be the increasing prevalence of part-time 

employment (OECD 2019a), which draws the attention towards the 

employment conditions and relations underlying this particular form 

of employment, especially in relation to wages. That is, even if part-

time employees earn the same hourly wages as their full-time 

counterparts, the absolute earnings they receive to live with is 
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substantially lower, prompting their economic dependence on other 

family or community members or the state (Kalleberg 2000). 

Moreover, it has also been reported that this form of employment is 

frequently related to marginal, low-status and low-paid employment 

(Owen 1978; Fagan et al. 2014), so the relative amount of money 

they earn for their labour is potentially lower as well (Glauber 2013; 

European Parliament 2016; Horemans et al. 2016). Likewise, the on-

the-rise irregularity of working times led unilaterally by employers 

should also be apprehended (Tucker 2002), since it limits the 

workers’ control over their personal time hindering a full integration 

in social life (Cano 2004; O’Carroll 2015; Arlinghaus et al. 2019). 

Both aspects align with the EPRES theoretical construct in the sense 

that they stem from the unbalanced power relations and 

disadvantaged position of employees along the labour process. The 

second consideration is that the EPRES was designed in the Spanish 

context. Even though, as stated before, it has also been validated in 

other countries facing different labour market experiences, in this 

article we will cautiously examine the psychometric properties and 

construct validity of the adapted instrument (EPRES-E) only in this 

country. The rationale underlying this decision lies in the vast amount 

of contextual factors that must be taken into account to understand 

how PE deploys in each territorial reality. That being said, limiting 

the analyses to Spain inherently implies the reduction of these 

contextual factors, enabling a more straightforward interpretation of 

the results. Further research, however, should empirically assess the 

comparability of the EPRES-E in the rest of the countries covered in 

the EWCS.  
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3 Methods  

3.1 Data and study population  

Data were derived from the sixth wave of the EWCS (2015), a 

quinquennially-conducted cross-sectional survey representative of 

the population in employment residing in the covered European 

countries (Eurofound 2017a). It garners information on working and 

employment conditions, employment relations, work-related health, 

demographics, household characteristics and socioeconomic 

indicators. As mentioned in the previous section, because the EPRES 

was devised in the Spanish context, only the subsample of Spain was 

selected. The sampling followed a random, multi-stage, stratified 

design and the response rate of the country was of 31.4% (Eurofound 

2017a). A total of 3364 individuals aged 16 or older responded to the 

questionnaire. For the purposes of this study the analyses were 

restricted to salaried workers with a formal employment contract, 

therefore excluding the self-employed (n=814) and informal workers 

(n=84). Employees working in the armed forces (n=9) and people 

with unknown or non-eligible ages, i.e. 65 or over (n=15) were also 

excluded. Hence, the final sample under analysis was composed of 

2442 individuals.  

3.2 Measures  

Demographic, occupational and socioeconomic variables were used 

to describe the sample. These were sex (women, men), age (15–24, 

25–34, 35–44, 45–54, 55–64), place of birth (Spain, other), 

occupational social class (non-manual, manual), and educational 
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attainment according to the International Standard Classification of 

Education 2011 (high, medium, low).  

3.3 Development of the EPRES-E  

Prior to the actual construction of the EPRES-E, we scrutinized the 

literature both to obtain information on those concepts that might 

relate to each dimension of the EPRES but that were not featured in 

its original version (e.g. Vives 2010, p. 268) and, as explained in Sect. 

2, to explore other dimensions to be included in the adapted 

instrument in a top-down strategy. From this process, a new 

candidate dimension to be incorporated in the EPRES-E emerged, 

which consisted in the uncertainty of working times triggered by 

changes unilat- erally imposed by employers (Tucker 2002; Cano 

2004; O’Carroll 2015; Arlinghaus et al. 2019). Thereafter, we 

selected the available items in the EWCS-2015 questionnaire that 

were conceptually closest to the 6 (+1) EPRES dimensions and built 

proxy indicators as follows.  

• Temporariness The temporariness of employment 

relationships was approached through the type of the 

employment contract, distinguishing permanent from 

temporary contracts and, in the latter case, differentiating the 

duration of it as well (e.g. long-term, short-term, no exact 

duration). The length of time that workers had been employed 

in the current organisation was also accounted for, to add a 

perspective of trajectory to the dimension.  
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• Wages The rewards (in the form of wages) workers receive 

for selling their labour establish the basis of any employment 

relationship and, therefore, are a key source of PE. Besides, 

low or insufficient wages might lead to economic dependence 

or material deprivation. Therefore, we incorporated both the 

relative (hourly) and absolute (monthly) wages to take into 

account these two facets.  

• Disempowerment This dimension reflects the degree of say 

workers have over their employment and working conditions, 

both as individuals and as a collective. To capture it the 

capacity of workers to set their working times was included, 

along with the existence of worker representation schemes at 

the organisation, either in a more formal (trade unions, work 

councils or similar committees) or informal manner (regular 

meet- ings in which employees can express themselves about 

the organisation).  

• Vulnerability Asymmetrical power relations between 

employers and employees leave the latter group vulnerable to 

and undefended from authoritarian behaviours at the 

workplace. The items selected to reflect it were whether 

workers were treated fairly at their workplace and whether 

their bosses respected them.  

• Rights No items found.  

• Exercise of rights The incapability of workers to exercise 

their workplace rights (to which they are entitled by law) is 

also a sign of the disadvantaged position of employees in 

relation to employers. This was apprehended through the 
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scope of workers to take a break and to arrange an hour or two 

off for personal or family matters.  

• Uncertain working times This dimension represents the lack 

of control workers have over their own time, which is at 

mercy of their employer requirements. This was measured 

through the degree of regularity of their working time 

arrangements (whether workers work the same number of 

hours every day, the same number of hours every week, the 

same number of days every week, or if they have fixed 

starting and finishing times), the existence of and previous 

information on regular changes to these working time 

arrangements, and the frequency in which workers were 

required to come into work at short notice.  

More details of these 14 indicators are shown in Table 1. Content 

analysis of this pro- posed structure was discussed in three focus 

groups conducted between December 2018 and March 2019, with 

experts in interdisciplinary fields such as sociology, labour econom- 

ics, social epidemiology and public health. These confirmed both the 

suggested dimensions and the placement of the items within them.  

In relation to the response scales of the items, they consist of 3, 4 or 

5-point frequency or ordinal scales, with scores recoded so that 

higher ones correspond to more precarious situations and, therefore, 

can be quantitatively added up in a scale (Table 1). Sticking with the 

EPRES computation procedure, equal weights were given to every 

component of the instrument. Accordingly, subscale scores are 

simple averages of the items transformed into a 0–100 scale, and the 
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overall score is the arithmetic mean of the six subscale scores, rang- 

ing again from 0 to 100.  

3.4 Statistical analyses  

Item descriptive statistics were analysed, including mean and 

standard deviations (SD), response frequencies, acceptability 

(percentage of missing values), and inter-item poly- choric 

correlations within each dimension. The latter addressed the extent to 

which items are measuring the same construct (internal consistency) 

if correlations were equal or above 0.3 and redundancy if they were 

above 0.7 (Boyle 1991). Additionally, item-subscale polychoric 

correlations were explored to further test internal consistency and 

item discriminant validity (whether items are measuring concepts 

other than the hypothesised ones). These were corrected for overlap, 

meaning that items were removed from its dimension for correlation. 

Results emerging from this analytical stage were discussed in a focus 

group encompassing participants that took part in the three previous 

ones, which was held in May 2019.  

In a second stage, construct validity was evaluated through 

confirmatory factor analysis (CFA), a highly recommended method 

for use when the scale to be examined has an already defined 

structure (Brown 2006). In more operative terms, CFA assesses the 

fit of a theorised measurement model to the data (Preedy and Watson 

2009). The six-dimensional structure with 14 proxy indicators was 

tested alongside other plausible alternative models, emerged after the 

exploration of item descriptive statistics and that were discussed in 
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the last focus group mentioned in the foregoing. Because of the 

ordinal nature of the variables, the diagonal weighted least squares 

estimation (DWLS) method with polychoric correlaions was used to 

estimate the model parameters taking into account every response 

option (Muthén 1984; Yang-Wallentin et al. 2010). Latent factors 

were standardised (constrain- ing them to have a mean of 0 and a 

variance of 1) to allow free estimation of all factor loadings. To 

evaluate the adequacy of the models, the following standard 

goodness-of-fit indices were referred to Hooper et al. (2008) and 

Kline (2010): (a) the χ2 statistic and the associated degrees of 

freedom and p value, a measure that tests the absolute discrepancy 

between the observed and predicted covariance matrices (the smaller 

the statistic’s value the better the fit); (b) the comparative fit index 

(CFI), an incremental fit index that estimates the differences between 

the proposed and the independent or null model (a cut-off value 

above 0.90 was set for acceptance); (c) the Tucker Lewis index (TLI), 

another incremental fit index that includes penalties for adding freely 

estimated parameters that do not improve the fit of the model (cut-

off value also above 0.90); and (d) the root mean square error 

approximation (RMSEA) and its 95% confidence interval (CI), a 

parsimony-adjusted index of the discrepancy of the proposed model 

from the data per degree of freedom (values below 0.08 were 

considered indicative of adequate fit). Note that, while the χ2 statistic 

was reported for each model (Kline 2010), it was not relied upon to 

determine the models’ fit if it disproved the other indices because of 

its n-related shortcomings (Goffin and Jackson 1988).  
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Finally, scale descriptive statistics were performed, exploring the 

mean and SD, acceptability, observed score range, floor and ceiling 

effects (more than 15% of the sample achieving, respectively, the 

minimum or the maximum score) and internal consistency reliability 

through the omega coefficient (homogeneity of the items taking into 

account the structure of the scale) (Raykov 2001).  

Descriptive statistics were computed for the entire sample, whereas 

only complete cases were subjected to CFA. All the analyses were 

conducted using Stata 13.0 (StataCorp 2013) except for CFA and 

omega coefficients, which were performed using the lavaan and sem- 

Tools packages in the R version 3.5.3 (R Core Team 2017).  

4 Results  

Characteristics of the sample are shown in Table 2. As observed, 

49.22% of the sample were women, 57.50% were middle-aged (36–

55 years old), 89.39% were born in Spain, more than two-thirds had 

a non-manual job, and a quarter were low educated.  

Regarding item descriptive statistics (Supplementary material, 

Tables 1, 2), there was a small proportion of non-response (<3%) for 

all items but “net earnings per month” and “net earnings per hour”, 

which were of 20.97%. The “earnings” variable was also problematic 

in the original and the Chilean version of the EPRES (Amable 2006; 

Vives et al. 2010, 2015, 2017; Benach et al. 2015) albeit in a lower 

degree. All response options were used in all items but with varying 

response distributions. These variations, especially if occurred within 

dimensions (e.g. vulnerability), contributed to better measure the full 
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range of the concept, therefore increasing content validity (Ware and 

Gandek 1998). However, the highly skewed response distribution of 

“working times setting” suggests that its response options might not 

adequately capture the country’s labour market scenario. Item means 

and their SD were rather dissimilar, which is not unexpected given 

that some items measure more extreme situations that should, 

consequently, be less frequent than others (e.g. “respect of boss” 

versus “the scope to take a break”). Looking into inter-item cor- 

relations within dimensions we observed some redundancy between 

“type of contract” and “tenure” (r=0.756), and low internal 

consistency between “working times setting” and the other two items 

of its dimension (r=0.083 with “trade unions” and 0.139 with 

“meetings”). Item-subscale correlations indicated that all items 

measure the intended concept as they correlated better, and mostly in 

a substantial degree, with their hypothesised dimen- sion than with 

the others. An exception was, again, “working times setting” that 

showed a low correlation with “disempowerment” (r=0.152), and 

“trade unions” that showed a slightly higher correlation with 

“temporariness” (r=0.413) and “wages” (r=0.395) than 

“disempowerment” (r=0.389).  

Discussion of these results in the focus group encouraged the 

omission of “working times setting” because of its poor psychometric 

performance. Further, a suggestion was made to correlate the 

dimensions “vulnerability” and “exercise of rights”, since the two 

items composing each of them showed similar correlations with each 

of the two dimensions (r~0.4) that were, in turn, higher than those 

with the other dimensions (r<0.2). From a methodological point of 
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view, this relationship was also observed in the original, the Chilean 

and the Swedish version of the EPRES (Amable 2006; Vives et al. 

2010, 2017; Jonsson et al. 2019). As from a conceptual point of view, 

both dimensions were devised to capture the unbalanced power 

relations between employers and employees (Amable 2006; Vives 

2010), so this was not considered to jeopardize the theoretical nature 

of the EPRES-E. Accordingly, the following models were subjected 

to CFA: (A) the original proposed model with 14 items; (B) model A 

without the item “working times setting”; (C) model A permitting the 

correlation between “vulnerabil- ity” and “exercise of rights”; and 

(D) a combination of models B and C. Goodness-of-fit indices of 

these four models are shown in Table 3. Model D was the best fitting 

model [χ2 (df): 530.432 (58), p<0.0001; CFI=0.964; TLI=0.951; 

RMSEA (95%CI)=0.067(0.062–0.073)], upholding the poor 

empirical performance of “working times settings”. All of the freely 

estimated parameters in this model, displayed in Fig. 1, were 

statistically significant (p<0.001). Factor loading estimates revealed 

that all items were strongly related to their theorised dimensions (R2 

ranging from 0.42 to 0.86). In a higher order, “temporariness”, 

“disempowerment” and “wages” were more strongly related to the 

overarching PE factor than the other dimensions. As for the 

correlation estimate, it confirmed the substantial relationship 

between “vulnerability” and “exercise of rights” (r=0.59).  

Scale descriptive statistics of model D are displayed in Table 4. Mean 

scores ranged from 15.38 (uncertain working times) to 56.97 (wages) 

across dimensions, with an overall mean of 32.48. Further, the 

hypothesised score range (0–100) was fully covered in all 
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dimensions, and almost covered in the overall EPRES-E score (0–

87.5). The proportion of non-response in the overall score was 

considerably high (26.62%), mostly due to the large amount of non-

response in wages (20.97%). It was rather low for all the other 

dimensions (<3%). Floor effects were present in “vulnerability” 

(43.83%), “uncertain working times” (42.72%), “disempowerment” 

(32.69%) and “temporariness” (32.60%), and no ceiling effects 

appeared; both effects were negligible in the overall EPRES-E score. 

Notably, in the case of “vulnerability” and “temporariness”, these 

results reproduce those obtained in the original and the Chilean 

version of the EPRES (Vives et al. 2010, 2015, 2017). The scale’s 

omega coefficient was of 0.80 (over the 0.70 cut-off value for 

comparing groups) and the ones for the dimensions were above or 

very close to this value except for “exercise of rights” (ω=0.54). The 

latter is consistent with item-subscale correlations, the lowest being 

found within this dimension (r=0.373).  

To end with, although it was not the focus of this research, 

measurement invariance across the two genders was tested by means 

of multiple-group CFA (Kim and Yoon 2011). Threshold invariance 

(the highest degree of invariance to be attained in models with ordinal 

variables) was held in the latter analyses (not shown), meaning that 

the model is understood and responded to in the same way across 

genders (Chen 2008). This indicates that EPRES-E scores can be 

meaningfully compared between women and men.  
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5 Discussion  

In this study we adapted the EPRES, a multidimensional scale to 

measure PE among formal employees, to the available information in 

the EWCS-2015. Whereas several other indices addressing the same 

or similar concepts (such the poor quality of jobs or employment 

arrangements) have been developed using this data source (e.g. Green 

and Mostafa 2012; Puig-Barrachina et al. 2014; Vercruyssen and Van 

Gyes 2017; Eurofound 2017b; Matilla-Santander et al. 2020) this is, 

to our knowledge, the first one to have its construct validity and 

psychometric properties examined. Accordingly, the theorised 

structure of the EPRES-E with 13 items sorted in six dimensions 

(temporariness, disempowerment, vulnerability, exercise of rights, 

uncertain working times and wages) demonstrated to be solid both in 

terms of construct validity and reliability among formal employees 

in Spain. Acceptability, however, was hampered by the large amount 

of non-response in the “earnings” item, used to build the proxy 

indicators “net earnings per month” and “net earnings per hour”.  

Certainly, differences with the original EPRES turn up. First, the 

“rights” dimension was omitted. This was not considered to have 

substantial implications for the content validity of the scale given the 

following: the dimension was devised to apprehend the protection of 

employees in the usage of workforce in terms of legislation (Amable 

2006; Vives 2010) but, in the Spanish labour market and institutional 

realm (as in most European countries), the type and length of the 

employment contract entitle workers to these legal rights and non-

wage benefits. Consequently, among workers with an employment 
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contract, it is the incapability to exercise these rights what reveals the 

genuine powerlessness of precarious employees over the labour 

process. For that reason, “temporariness” and “exercise of rights” 

were deemed sufficient to capture this source of precariousness. In 

contrast, “uncertain working times”, which reflects (the lack of) 

employee’s control over their working schedule, was introduced. As 

it was asserted above, this dimension relates to the asymmetrical 

employment power relations also assessed by “disempowerment”, 

“vulnerability” or “exercise of rights”. Notwithstanding, unfore-

seeable working times limit the capacity of workers to plan for their 

daily lives, thus the dimension covers a social component of PE that 

was neglected in the EPRES (Porthé et al. 2010; Arlinghaus et al. 

2019). Second, the item “working times setting” was excluded 

because of its poor descriptive statistics and CFA results. This 

contraposition to the acceptable performance of its homologue in the 

EPRES might be due to the EWCS’ response options, locating the 

process of setting working times at the individual level (see Table 1). 

In most European countries, an automatic, generally binding rule 

compels companies to meet the currently applicable (sectorial) 

collective agreements, which cover a broad range of issues such 

operational hours and working times (Anxo and O’Reilly 2000; 

Köhler and Jiménez-Calleja 2017). Accordingly, the negotiation over 

this issue mostly occurs beyond the employer-employee sphere, at a 

collective level that is not represented in the response options. Third, 

“net earnings per hour” was incorporated in “wages” to complement 

the information provided by “net earnings per month”. The rationale 

of the decision was that absolute (monthly) earnings determine the 
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material consequences of precarious employment in terms of 

economic dependence on employment and risk of material 

deprivation, a crucial feature to be apprehended in the scale (Rodgers 

1989; Amable 2006). Nonetheless, accounting for the num- ber of 

hours worked reveals the actual pay workers receive for their human 

capital, which is the basis of the employment relationship (Bowles 

and Edwards 1985) and profoundly intervenes in determining 

people’s position in the social hierarchy (Clark 2014). Despite these 

differences from the EPRES, CFA confirmed that both the theorised 

six-dimensional structure and the placement of items within 

dimensions fitted the data well, providing an empirical basis for its 

use to assess PE among the salaried workforce in Spain. Further, it is 

also remarkable to emphasise the similarities between the EPRES-E 

and the EPRES (e.g. relationship between “vulnerability” and 

“exercise of rights”, floor effects of “temporariness” and 

“vulnerability” even though the proxy indicators of the 

“vulnerability” were substantially different, etc.), which reinforce the 

construct validity of the EPRES-E.  

As regards the psychometric properties of the adapted instrument, 

they are mostly solid except for two specific issues. First, four 

dimensions showed meaningful floor effects. In the case of 

“temporariness”, as it happened in the original version of the EPRES, 

it highlights the need to enlarge the scope of the dimension to 

employment instability features that apply to permanent workers 

such previous unemployment (Vives et al. 2010). The items that 

assemble “vulnerability”, on the other hand, do not capture mild 

vulnerabilities at the workplace but portray rather extreme situations 
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(disrespectful bosses or unfair treatment). The high floor effect in 

“uncertain working times” might relate to the aforementioned role of 

collective agreements in the contention of employer-led working 

times irregularity. The inclusion of other aspects not considered in 

the questionnaire such unscheduled extra hours (Peetz et al. 2003) 

would potentially overcome this point. As for “disempowerment”, it 

could be driven by the wording of the items focusing on the existence 

of but not on the participation in collective bargaining schemes. This 

is particularly relevant in the Spanish-specific context of industrial 

relations, characterised by low union membership despite the high 

participation in work council elections (Beneyto et al. 2016; Köhler 

and Jiménez-Calleja 2017). Again, incorporating additional features 

to the dimen- sion such grievance procedures (Cook 1998) or 

protection against unacceptable working practices (Tucker 2002), or 

rewording the response options of “working times setting” so that 

they better capture collective agreements would be recommended. 

The second issue relates to the high percentage of missing values in 

the “earnings” variables, which challenged the good acceptability of 

the EPRES-E. Income non-response is rather frequent in survey 

research, and it has been demonstrated that any non-random error 

associated with socioeconomic variability in this pattern is unlikely 

to significantly affect the relationship between income and health, for 

instance (Turrell 2000). However, it is still a cause for concern and 

future studies harnessing the EPRES-E should carefully explore 

potential techniques to deal with missing data. Finally, reliability 

proved to be adequate as the overall omega coefficient was of 0.80 

and those of the dimensions were all near or above the 0.70 cut-off 
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value. Considering the low number of items in each dimension, this 

is especially supportive of the good psychometric properties of the 

scale. Notwithstanding, “exercise of rights” would profit from 

additional items inquiring a broader range of benefits that formal 

salaried workers are entitled to, e.g. sick leave, vacation... (Porthé et 

al. 2010).  

This study has a number of limitations that need to be acknowledged. 

First, as it has been depicted throughout the article, the closed nature 

of the questionnaire constrains both the theoretical concepts 

approached in the EPRES-E and the way to approach them. That is, 

some of them are measured through proxy indicators and some of 

them cannot even be assessed (e.g. the “rights” dimension). Further, 

the rewording of items showing poor psychometric properties and the 

incorporation of new items in future editions of the survey can be 

suggested but not ensured, conferring small room for improvement. 

Despite these restrictions, the benefits of using a periodically 

conducted survey (hence enabling the availability of information 

over time) that covers a large and rising amount of countries 

compensate them by far. Further, results presented in this article 

reveal the conceptual and empirical strengths of the EPRES-E, 

standing out as an unprecedented instrument to measure PE. Second, 

the scale does not encapsulate other forms of employment lacking a 

formal contract also deemed precarious, such as informal 

employment or some forms of self-employment (Gevaert et al. 2018; 

Julià et al. 2019; ILO 2020b). However, since the main aim of this 

research was to develop an instrument conceptually homologue to the 

EPRES, the existence of a formal employment relationship whose 



 

 
116 

duration and degree of protection are made explicit in an employment 

contract was inherently assumed (Vives et al. 2010). That is, the 

representation of these forms of employment exceeds the scope of 

the article. Third, equally weighting every component in the scale is 

a choice not exempted of debate. However, CFA results of this study 

(i.e. “temporariness”, “disempowerment” and “wages” presenting a 

stronger relationship with the higher-order PE factor, see Fig. 1) 

contrast with the ones obtained in the qualitative phase of the EPRES 

development, where “vulnerability” and “exercise of rights” were 

proposed to have the highest weights whereas “temporariness” was 

suggested to have the lowest (Vives 2010, p. 123). Given this lack of 

gold standard in the allocation of more specific weights, we 

cautiously decided to pro- ceed with equal-weighting (Nardo et al. 

2008). Future studies should explore the poten- tial implications each 

dimension has for the experience of PE to establish an alternative 

weighting procedure. Finally, the target population of the survey was 

people in employment according to the International Labour 

Organization definition: if they had worked for pay or profits for at 

least an hour in the week preceding the interview. Workers with a 

very short tenure, i.e. <1 month, might produce unreliable measures 

because of the short exposure to their employment conditions and 

workplace power relations. This information was not available in the 

EWCS data since “tenure” is measured in years. Notwithstanding, the 

mean percentage of workers with <3 months tenure was of 6.29% in 

Spain that year (INE 2019) so we are confident this does not endanger 

our results.  
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Regardless of these shortcomings, the EPRES-E constitutes a 

promising contribution to the existing strands of research addressing 

the monitoring of PE with a multidimen- sional approach. On the one 

hand, it has a sound theoretical basis, validated for its use in highly 

different labour market realities such Spain, Chile’s private sector 

and Sweden. On the other hand, the use of a European-wide 

consolidated survey that is conducted quinquennially as data source 

opens up the possibility to study PE over time and across countries. 

This is strikingly important as the existing European monitoring 

schemes that enable cross-national comparisons are based on a few 

number of indicators such unemployment or temporary employment 

(Puig-Barrachina et al. 2011), over-simplifying the broader picture of 

employment conditions and relations. Accordingly, even though the 

applicability of the EPRES-E is limited to Spain and results cannot 

be generalized to other European countries yet, it represents a first 

step towards the achievement of a European-wide surveillance 

system of PE that provides researchers and policy-makers with 

sensitive information on the impact of employment policies on well 

being, a key issue for the reduction of employment-related 

inequalities and for working towards more decent and sustainable 

employment (Benach et al. 2012). Future research should therefore 

address the comparability of the EPRES-E in the other countries 

covered by the EWCS.  
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Figures and tables 

Figure 1. Factor structure of the EPRES-E (Spain, European 

Working Conditions Survey 2015). 

 

EPRES-E: Employment Precariousness Scale in the European Working Conditions 
Survey; PE: Precarious Employment; T: Temporariness; D: Disempowerment; V: 
Vulnerability; ER: Exercise of rights; UWT: Uncertain Working Times; W: Wages; Fair 
treat: fair treatment; Sched. unpred.: schedule unpredictability; WT: working times. 
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Table 1. Operationalization of the proposed EPRES-E structure. 

 Indicator Operationalisation Response options 

Te
m

po
ra

ri
ne

ss
 Duration of 

current 
contract 

Combination of: a) what type of 
contract do you have; b) what is 

the duration of your current 
contract? 

0. Permanent contract 
1. Temporary contract, short duration 
2. Temporary contract, long duration 

Tenure How many years have you been in 
your company or organization? 

0. More than 5 years 
1. 3 to 5 years 
2. 1 to 3 years 
3. Less than 1 year 

D
ise

m
po

w
er

m
en

t  

Working 
times 

settinga 

How are your working time ar-
rangements set? 

0. Entirely determined by yourself 
1. You can adapt it within certain 
limits 
2. You can choose between fixed 
working schedules determined by the 
organization 
3. They are set by the company with 
no possibility for changes 

Trade 
unions 

Does a trade union, works council 
or a similar committee representing 

employees exist at your 
organization? 

0. Yes 
1. No 
2. Don't know  

Meetings 

Does a regular meeting in which 
employees can express their views 

about what is happening in the 
organization exist at your 

organization? 

0. Yes 
1. No 
2. Don't know  

V
ul

ne
ra

bi
lit

y 

Respect of 
boss 

Your immediate boss respects you 
as a person 

0. Strongly agree 
1. Tend to agree 
2. Neither agree nor disagree 
3. Tend to disagree 
4. Strongly disagree 

Fair 
treatment 

You are treated fairly at your 
workplace 

0. Always 
1. Most of the time 
2. Sometimes 
3. Rarely or never 

Ex
er

ci
se

 o
f 

ri
gh

ts
 

Break when 
you need it 

You can take a break when you 
wish 

0. Always 
1. Most of the time 
2. Sometimes 
3. Rarely 
4. Never 
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Hours off 
for personal 

matters 

Would you say that for you 
arranging to take an hour or two 
off during working hours to take 
care of personal or family matters 

is… 

0. Very easy 
1. Fairly easy 
2. Fairly difficult 
3. Very difficult 

U
np

re
di

ct
ab

ili
ty

 o
f w

or
ki

ng
 ti

m
es

 Schedule 
unpredic-
tability 

Do changes to your working time 
arrangements occur regularly? If 

yes, how long before are you 
informed about these changes? 

0. No 
1. Yes, several weeks in advance 
2. Yes, several days in advance 
3. Yes, the day before 
4. Yes, the same day 

Work at 
short notice 

How often have you been 
requested to come into work at 

short notice? 

0. Never 
1. Less often 
2. Several times a month 
3. Several times a week or daily 

Working 
times 

regularity 

Combination of: do you work a) 
the same number of hours every 
day; b) the same number of days 

every week; c) the same number of 
hours every week; d) fixed starting 

and finishing times? 

0. Very high (yes on all) 
1. High (no on at least one) 
2. Medium (no on at least two) 
3. Low (no on at least three) 
4. Very low (no on all) 

W
ag

es
 

Net 
earnings per 

month 

Net monthly earnings from your 
main paid job 

0. High earnings (above the median) 
1. Medium-low earnings (between 
low earnings and the median) 
3. Low earnings (less than 0.6 of the 
median population) 

Net 
earnings per 

hour 

Net hourly earnings from your 
main paid job 

0. High earnings (above the median) 
1. Medium-low earnings (between 
low earnings and the median) 
3. Low earnings (less than 0.6 of the 
median population) 

EPRES-E: Employment Precariousness Scale in the European Working Conditions 
Survey; aItem discarded after further analysis. 
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Table 2. Sample description (Spain, European Working Conditions 

Survey 2015). 
  N (%) 
Sex Women 1,202 49.22 

Men 1,240 50.78 
Age 16 to 25 202 8.27 

26 to 35 567 23.22 
36 to 45 806 33.01 
46 to 55 598 24.49 
56 to 64 269 11.02 

Place of birth Spain 2,182 89.39 
Other 259 10.61 

Occupational social 
class 

Non-manual 1,629 66.71 
Manual 813 33.29 

Educational 
attainment 

High 750 30.80 
Medium 1,064 43.70 
Low 621 25.50 

 

 

Table 3. Goodness-of-fit indices from Confirmatory Factor Analyses 

(Spain, European Working Conditions Survey 2015). 

 χ2 df p-value χ2 CFI TLI RMSEA (95% CI) 
Model A  1360.953 71 <0.0001 0.903* 0.876 0.101 (0.096-0.106) 
Model B  1086.246 59 <0.0001 0.921* 0.895 0.099 (0.094-0.104) 
Model C  830.650 70 <0.0001 0.943* 0.926* 0.078 (0.073-0.083) 
Model D  530.432 58 <0.0001 0.964* 0.951* 0.067 (0.062-0.073)* 

Model A: 14 items, no correlations; Model B: 13 items, no correlations; Model C: 14 
items, correlation between Vulnerability and Exercise of Rights; Model D: 13 items, 
correlation between Vulnerability and Exercise of Rights; df: degrees of freedom; CFI: 
Comparative Fit Index; TLI: Tucker Lewis Index; RMSEA: Root Mean Square Error of 
Approximation; CI: Confidence Interval; *Acceptable according to specified cut-off values 
(χ2 not significant, the lower the better; CFI < 0.9; TLI < 0.9; RMSEA and 95% CI < 0.08). 
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Table 4. Distribution and reliability of the EPRES-E and its 

dimensions (Spain, European Working Conditions Survey 2015). 

 

EPRES-E: Employment Precariousness Scale in the European Working Conditions 
Survey; WT: Working Times; SD: Standard Deviation; aProportion of the sample with the 
lowest score; bProportion of the sample with the highest score.  
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Comparing Precarious Employment Across 
Countries: Measurement Invariance of the 
Employment Precariousness Scale for Europe 
(EPRES-E) 

Abstract 

Comparing precarious employment (PE) across countries is essential 

in order to deepen understanding of the phenomenon and to learn 

from country-specific experiences. However, this is hampered by the 

lack of internationally meaningful measures of PE. We aim to address 

this point by assessing the measurement invariance (MI) of the 

Employment Precariousness Scale for Europe (EPRES-E), an 

adaptation of the EPRES construct in the European Working 

Conditions Survey (EWCS). EPRES-E consists of thirteen proxy 

indicators sorted into six dimensions: temporariness, 

disempowerment, vulnerability, wages, exercise of rights and 

unpredictable working times. Drawing on EWCS-2015, the MI of the 

second-order factor model was tested in a sample of 31,340 formal 

employees by means of a) multi-group confirmatory factor analyses, 

and b) the substantive exploration of EPRES-E mean scores in each 

country. The results demonstrate that threshold invariance holds for 

the first-order structure (dimensions) of 22 countries (Austria, 

Belgium, Croatia, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, 

Ireland, Italy, Lithuania, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Norway, 

Poland, Portugal, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland 

and the UK), but only metric invariance is attained by the second-
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order structure. The latter is supported by exploration of the mean 

scores, where we found that different score patterns in each 

dimension lead to similar overall EPRES-E scores, suggesting that 

PE is configured by different sources within the six dimensions in 

each country according to their broader socio-political trajectories. 

We conclude that, although EPRES-E can be used for comparative 

purposes in 22 European countries, the scores of each dimension 

must be reported alongside the overall EPRES-E score.  

Keywords: Precarious Employment, Europe, Measurement 

Invariance, Multi-Group Confirmatory Factor Analysis, 

Comparative Research  
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1 Introduction 

Post-industrial societies have experienced a set of pivotal processes 

in recent decades, including the globalization of their economies, far-

reaching technological innovations prompting the so-called fourth 

industrial revolution, the development of neoliberal macroeconomic 

policies, periodic economic downturns and demographic changes. 

Among other consequences, these have triggered a structural 

transformation of labor markets. Broadly, the unprecedented post-

WWII socioeconomic order that gave rise to the Standard 

Employment Relationship (SER) – permanent full-time employment 

with social protection and benefits (Bosch, 2004) – is gearing towards 

a more flexible and individualized paradigm where collective 

bargaining schemes and social protection networks provided by 

welfare states are progressively being retrenched (Arnold & 

Bongiovi, 2013; Kalleberg, 2018). As a result, social, academic and 

political actors have drawn attention to the precarization of 

employment and the potential impact it may have on critical aspects 

such the health and well-being of workers (Benach, et al. 2013). 

However, little effective progress has been made in articulating 

precarious employment (PE) in public policy. A fundamental 

obstacle to doing so has been the lack of an internationally shared 

definition and operationalization of PE, engendering conceptual 

confusion and impeding proper monitoring of the phenomenon 

within and across countries that would sensitively inform both 

researchers and policy-makers. Hence, developing a theoretically 

sound measure of PE that transcends the singularities of territory is 

essential if decent and sustainable labor markets are to be 
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successfully introduced locally, nationally and globally (Benach, et 

al. 2012).  

In this article, we add to this strand of research by examining the 

extent to which the Employment Precariousness Scale for Europe 

(EPRES-E), a multidimensional and theory-based instrument to 

measure PE that has been empirically validated in Spain (Padrosa, et 

al. 2021), can be used for comparative research in 35 European 

countries. Specifically, we explore the degree of measurement 

invariance (MI) for EPRES-E to determine whether the underlying 

concept (i.e. PE) is measured the same way in the countries in the 

study. This is both crucial in obtaining results that are meaningfully 

comparable across territories and a key challenge to understanding 

further how the precariousness of employment arrangements is made 

manifest in each national context.  

The structure of the article is as follows. In the next section, we 

scrutinize current discussions of the conceptualization and 

operationalization of PE internationally and the challenges to 

conducting comparative research in this field, reporting the gaps in 

the literature that justify our approach from the theoretical and 

methodological points of view. Then we present our data along with 

a detailed commentary on the statistical analyses we use. Thereafter, 

the results are described and interpreted, revealing the potential 

reasons for the invariance or non-invariance of the instrument in each 

country. Lastly, we conclude with some observations on the 

implications of these findings for further research and policy-making. 
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2 Background 

As briefly stated above, delineating what defines PE is an open 

source of debate among scholars in a variety of disciplines, as well 

as international institutions. To begin with, a distinction should be 

made between the three main sets of features that characterize jobs: 

the nature of the tasks in each job and their associated working 

conditions, employment conditions, and employment relations 

(Benach, et al. 2013). The former includes the physical and 

psychosocial aspects of employment. Employment conditions denote 

the circumstances in which a person is engaged in a job or occupation 

while employment relations refer to the power relations between 

employers and employees as both collective and individual actors. 

Because a detrimental employment experience can stem from any of 

these sources, some authors incorporate aspects of all three in their 

theorizations (e.g. Livanos & Papadopoulos, 2019). Nonetheless, the 

precariousness of employment arrangements results from the broader 

configuration of employment relationships that shape the extent to 

which workers are immersed in their jobs, regardless of their precise 

content (Benach, et al. 2016; Bodin, et al. 2020). Indeed, as PE taps 

a concept that goes deeper than job-specific working conditions, its 

conceptualization should focus on employment conditions and 

relations. Accordingly, departing from the definition proposed by 

Rodgers (1989), a dominant strand of research treats PE as a 

combination of the adverse characteristics of the employment 

relationship that differ from those manifested in the SER, mainly 

employment insecurity, low or inadequate wages, and reduced social 

protection and workplace rights (see Kreshpaj, et al. 2020 for a 
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review). As such, PE is commonly theorized as representing a 

continuum, with the SER lying at the upper end and the most de-

standardized jobs at the lower end. However, it has been argued that 

this approach obscures the asymmetry of interpersonal power 

relations between employers and employees (Amable, 2006; Korpi, 

2006; Benach, et al. 2013), a crucial aspect of the experience of PE 

that might be present even in the SER (Julià, et al. 2017). 

Additionally, an increasing number of commentators have politically 

and culturally criticized the idealization of the SER-like career-long 

contract with standardized working schedules and being bound to a 

specific workplace. They prefer to advocate flexible, worker-led 

working times, part-time employment or remote working as ways of 

emancipating workers from this disciplined and production-based 

model of the organization of work and life, which is sustained by the 

premises of Fordist accumulation regimes (Weeks, 2011; Fleming, 

2014). On account of these positions, it can be concluded that not 

only is there a wide range of definitions of PE, some of them are 

contradictory. Nonetheless the concept is acknowledged globally as 

having two attributes in particular: first, its objective nature, since 

subjective perceptions and expectations might relate to 

circumstances other than the employment relationship (ILO, 2012); 

and second, its multidimensionality, in the sense that multiple aspects 

of the employment relationship, which do not need to occur 

simultaneously, combine in providing the overall experience of PE 

(Campbell & Burgess, 2018). The latter is particularly important in 

order to comprehend the vast array of nuances that make different 

employment situations precarious and to identify the sources of this 



 

 141 

precariousness in each situation. This in turn is essential if effective 

tailored policies to minimize PE are to be designed. Therefore, the 

challenge in defining and measuring PE lays in determining the 

dimensions that frame it and whether these dimensions apply equally 

to different populations. 

Another key issue underlying the absence of a consensus in 

conceptualizing PE is the socio-historical, economic, political and 

cultural particularities of the territories in which people experience 

their jobs. To elaborate, employment arrangements are embedded in 

the wider intersection between welfare states, labor markets and 

family models, which in turn are dynamically shaped by changing 

power relations between the main political and economic actors in 

society, namely institutions and political parties, unions, corporations 

and civil-society organizations (Esping-Andersen, 1999; Hall & 

Soskice, 2001; Benach, et al. 2016). Consequently, the mechanisms 

by which these intersections unfold into different types of 

employment arrangement are context-specific and determine what is 

considered precarious in each territorial reality (Duell, 2004; Muñoz-

Bustillo, et al. 2009). Examples are zero-hour contracts, which are 

heavily restricted in Germany and the Netherlands but whose use is 

increasing in liberal countries such the UK (Farina, et al. 2019). On 

the other hand, Denmark and Greece have a similar share of fixed-

term contracts (OECD, 2020), but the former’s flexicurity model 

provides temporary workers with levels of social protection, career 

prospects and working conditions that resemble those of their 

permanent counterparts, while this is quite the opposite in Greece 

(Frade, et al. 2004). For this reason, contextualized theoretical 
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frameworks of PE that allow comparative research are rather scarce, 

let alone their methodological operationalization and empirical 

validation. Indeed, the majority of studies or reports that adopt a 

cross-national perspective rely on one-dimensional indicators such as 

temporary employment, perceived job insecurity or low salaries, 

which oversimplify both the all-embracing aspects that contour PE 

(Benach, et al. 2013) and the contrasting experiences that such 

workers may face in each country (Frade, et al. 2004; Muñoz-

Bustillo, et al. 2009). This is a huge obstacle to achieving 

understanding of the phenomenon and of the implications that 

different policies and institutional frameworks might have for its 

deployment. Therefore, not only is a multidimensional and objective 

measure of PE that incorporates the different national contexts 

substantially needed, so also is the empirical assessment of its 

comparability in order to draw meaningful conclusions 

internationally. 

EPRES-E was developed to fill this gap in the literature, 

(Anonymized, forthcoming). This measure consists of an adaptation 

of the Employment Precariousness Scale (EPRES) construct in the 

sixth wave of the European Working Conditions Survey (EWCS-

2015). The original version of EPRES takes the form of a 

multidimensional scale that encompasses the following six 

dimensions: temporariness (contract duration), disempowerment 

(level of negotiation of employment conditions), vulnerability (being 

defenseless against workplace authoritarianism), low wages, 

workplace rights, and the capacity to exercise them. These 

dimensions are both theoretically and methodologically sound, as 
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they stem from a long-term interdisciplinary research project that 

involved, in the first place, an extensive literature review, followed 

by interviews with twelve key informants who were experts in 

various fields, such sociology, the labor economy or social 

epidemiology, and finally six focus-group discussions with 

temporary and permanent workers and trade union representatives 

(Amable, 2006; Vives, et al. 2010). The EPRES instrument is also 

unique in being empirically validated for use in countries with 

substantially different labor markets and institutional contexts, 

namely Spain (Vives, et al. 2010; Vives, et al. 2015), Chile (Vives, 

et al. 2017) and Sweden (Jonsson, et al. 2019); and is currently being 

tested in Belgium and Finland. Despite all these assets, use of EPRES 

in comparative research is not straightforward, since, to achieve this 

purpose, primary data that is cross-nationally homogenized ought to 

be fielded. In this scenario, the EWCS stands out as a great source of 

information, given that it is conducted periodically, permitting the 

availability of data over time and the study of trends at an aggregate 

level, and moreover it covers a large number of countries, thus 

providing a unique opportunity to perform Europe-wide comparative 

analyses. Therefore, the adaptation of a theoretically strong PE 

construct (i.e. EPRES) in a powerful international survey (i.e. 

EWCS) has potential as an insightful solution to the problem of 

assessing the phenomenon across countries.  

Accordingly, EPRES-E was first developed using the EWCS-2015 

subsample from Spain in order to ensure that the representativeness 

of the original construct, which had been engendered in the Spanish 

context, prevailed. Due to the closed nature of the questionnaire, the 



 

 
144 

rights dimension was omitted because of the unavailability of items 

(see Padrosa, et al. 2021 for further details), but a social component 

designed to capture precarious workers’ lack of control over their 

own time was incorporated (Cano, 2004; Porthé, et al. 2010). That is, 

EPRES-E’s dimensions are: (a) temporariness; (b) disempowerment; 

(c) low wages; (d) exercise of rights; (e) vulnerability; and (f) 

unpredictability of working times (uni-directionally led by 

employers). The instrument demonstrated good psychometric 

properties, construct validity and internal consistency reliability in 

the EWCS-2015 Spanish subsample (Anonymized, forthcoming). 

Taking this into account, and given the absence of theoretical support 

to employing PE measures across territories without further 

cautiousness mentioned earlier, the obvious next step in measuring 

PE from a comparative perspective is to examine the MIs of EPRES-

E in the 35 European countries covered by the EWCS-2015 

empirically.  

2 Methods 

2.1 Data and study population 

As already noted, data used for the analyses were derived from the 

sixth phase of the EWCS, a cross-sectional European survey 

conducted quinquennially that is representative of the population in 

employment residing in private households in the countries covered. 

In this specific phase, which was administered in 2015, were included 

the European Union (EU’s) 27 member states, the five EU-candidate 

countries (i.e. Albania, Republic of North Macedonia, Montenegro, 
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Serbia and Turkey), Norway, Switzerland and the UK. The overall 

response rate was 42.5%, ranging from 10.9% in Sweden to 78% in 

Albania (Eurofound, 2017). A total of 43,850 individuals aged fifteen 

and over (except for Bulgaria, Norway, Spain and the UK, where the 

specified age was sixteen or over due to the minimum legal working 

age being higher in these countries, were interviewed. For the 

purposes of this study, however, respondents in self-employment 

(n=9,245), without an employment contract (n=2,478), serving in the 

armed forces (n=149) or with unknown or non-eligible ages, i.e. 65 

or over (n=638), were excluded. Thus, the final sample under analysis 

consisted of 31,340 individuals. 

2.2 Measures 

The main variable was EPRES-E, which was operationalized by 

thirteen proxy indicators sorted in the six dimensions already 

described above, that is, two items in “temporariness”, two in 

“disempowerment”, two in “wages”, two in “exercise of rights”, two 

in “vulnerability” and three in “unpredictability of working times”. 

All six items were measured using frequency or ordinal scales, 

recoded so that the higher values correspond to the more precarious 

situations (Supplementary Material 1). A more detailed description 

of these indicators can be found in Table 1. Dimension scores were 

simple averages of the items transformed into a 0-100 scale, while 

the overarching EPRES-E score was the arithmetic mean of the six 

dimension scores (Supplementary Material 1).  
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Other variables used to describe the sample were gender (women, 

men), age (nine-year age groups), place of birth (country of residence 

or other), occupational social class (non-manual, manual), 

educational attainment according to the International Standard 

Classification of Education 2011 (high, medium, low) and country of 

residence. 

2.3 Statistical analyses 

EPRES-E comparability across countries was tested by means of 

multi-group confirmatory factor analysis (MGCFA) (Chen, 2008; 

Kim & Yoon, 2011). The EPRES-E-tested model was composed of 

the six latent dimensions as first-order factors that were, in turn, 

reflected by the overarching PE construct, which was modeled as a 

second-order factor (Figure 1). According to this configuration, to 

identify the covariance structure part of the model one factor loading 

for each first- and second-order factor was fixed at 1, since this is 

considered to be the best means of identification in MI models 

(Rudnev, et al. 2018). Besides, because of the ordinal nature of the 

observed variables, the MGCFAs were run with the mean- and 

variance-adjusted weighted least squares estimator (WLSMV) and 

polychoric correlations (Beauducel & Herzberg, 2006).  

As regards the assessment of MI, briefly the basis of the MGCFA 

approach consists of investigating the invariance of the relations 

between underlying latent constructs and observed variables by 

imposing constraints on the measurement parameters of the model 

for every specified group and then comparing the model to more or 
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less restricted ones (Davidov, et al. 2014): the stricter the parameter 

equality constraints, the higher the degree of invariance (Meredith, 

1993; Steenkamp & Baumgartner, 1998). Furthermore, to establish 

MI in second-order factor models, this must first be done by the first-

order factors (Rudnev, et al. 2018). For this reason, we examined 

EPRES-E’s MIs in five steps following a bottom-up approach 

(Figure 2). First of all, the configural invariance of the overall (first- 

and second-order factors) model was tested for all 35 countries. This 

level of invariance is encountered when the factor structures, and thus 

the latent constructs, are equal in all groups, that is, when those in the 

different groups respond to the items with the same construct in mind 

(Chen, 2008). The output of this model was explored in detail to 

check for negative latent variances, low omega reliability coefficients 

– that is, an estimator of the homogeneity of the items that takes into 

account the structure of the model (Raykov, 2001) – or other sources 

of misspecification in any of the countries studied. Individual CFAs 

were then run for countries displaying these characteristics, if any, to 

determine in addition whether the EPRES-E construct was applicable 

to that particular territorial context. If the individual model fitted the 

data poorly (see below), the country concerned was excluded from 

the analyses. Subsequently, configural invariance of the remaining 

countries was addressed, followed by metric invariance of the first-

order factors. In this case, invariance requires factor loadings 

between the observed and latent variables to be equal, meaning that 

a unit increase on the measurement scale (i.e. latent variable) has the 

same implications in each group. In a fourth step, we examined 

threshold (or scalar) invariance of the first-order factors (Millsap & 



 

 
148 

Yun-Tein, 2004; Pendergast, et al. 2017). This indicates whether 

mean differences in the latent variables are tied in with the same 

shifts between the response options of the ordinal observed variables, 

making the raw scores of the latent variable comparable or non-

comparable. Finally, the same procedure, namely threshold 

invariance, was performed in the second-order factor model. All the 

steps were conducted conditionally on the basis of the results of the 

preceding one. Note that residual invariance is the last and strictest 

level of MI, which is attained when residual variances (i.e. the sum 

of uniqueness and measurement error variances) are equal as well. 

However, examination of this degree of invariance in the context of 

the ordinal data is limited, and the literature disagrees over its 

requirement to uphold latent mean comparability (Vandenberg & 

Lance, 2000) because the residuals are not part of the latent variable, 

so it was not tested in this article.  

Nor is there a consensus among scholars regarding which strategy is 

best at discerning whether the above equality constraints are violated 

(Vandenberg & Lance, 2000; Chen, et al. 2005). In this study, we 

evaluated the following models’ goodness-of-fit indices according to 

their proposed cut-off values for acceptance (Hooper, et al. 2008; 

Kline, 2010): the chi-squared test (χ2) and the associated degrees of 

freedom and p-value (the smaller the value of the statistic, the better 

the fit), the comparative fit index (CFI) (>0.90), the Tucker-Lewis 

index (TLI) (>0.90) and the root mean square error of approximation 

(RMSEA), along with its 90% confidence interval (CI) (<0.080 with 

the upper bound of its confidence interval <0.100). Nonetheless, this 

practice relies on the rather uncertain assumption that invariance 
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constraints have a sufficient impact on the global fit of the model to 

allow it to transcend the cut-off value of acceptability (Davidov, et 

al. 2014). Therefore, we combined this strategy with an assessment 

of the difference between these indices in the nested and increasingly 

constrained models (Cheung & Rensvold, 2002; Chen, 2007). Based 

on simulation studies, Chen (2007) formulated cut-off values for 

these differences in CFI and RMSEA (<–0.010 and <0.015, 

respectively), but when it comes to large-scale group comparisons, 

these criteria are unsuitable (Rutkowski & Svetina, 2014). 

Accordingly, they were only adopted to test for threshold invariance, 

while a more sensible cut-off of 0.030 for ΔRMSEA and of 0.020 for 

ΔCFA were adopted to test for metric invariance (Rutkowski & 

Svetina, 2014). Nonetheless, as Brown has argued (2015), the logic 

of comparisons requires not necessarily choosing the best-fitting 

model, but selecting the most parsimonious model that still fits well, 

so these cut-off values were used more as a reference than as a strict 

condition in deciding whether to accept or reject the models.  

In a final stage of analysis, the EPRES-E mean scores and those of 

their dimensions were explored in each of the countries included in 

order to scrutinize the proposed EPRES-E structure in a more 

substantive manner. Note that, as stated above, we applied equal 

weights to every component of EPRES-E to compute these scores, 

regardless of the loadings retrieved from MGCFAs, because the 

weights obtained from MGCFAs might be unsuitable for other 

samples. Given that one of the strengths, and aims, of using the 

EWCS data is to be able to measure and compare PE in further cross-

sectional samples, this data-driven weighting technique would 
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represent a serious drawback. Accordingly, in the absence of a 

methodological gold standard in the allocation of more specific 

weights, equal weighting is recommended as the most cautious 

option (Nardo, et al. 2008). Nevertheless, this issue should be 

explored in more detail when other data containing EPRES-E are 

available.  

3 Results 

The characteristics of the sample are shown in Table 2. In sum, 

52.23% of the sample were women, half were middle-aged, i.e. 36 to 

55 years old, 91.04% had been born in the country where they were 

residing, 28.58% had a manual job and 14.20% had low levels of 

education. 

As for the models examined (Table 3), no solution was found for 

Model 1, which included configural constraints among the 35 

countries studied. After further exploring the output of the model (not 

shown), we observed that up to thirteen countries either displayed a 

negative variance for the dimension “temporariness” (Cyprus), a low 

omega reliability coefficient (Latvia, Malta, Montenegro, Hungary, 

Estonia, Czech Republic, Bulgaria, Romania, Republic of North 

Macedonia, Serbia and Turkey) or non-computable results (Albania). 

Besides, the model displayed a fit below the acceptable level when 

run individually for these countries (not shown). Therefore, Model 2 

was conducted without them, resulting this time in a good fit (χ2 

[df]=7097.326 [1276], p-value<0.001; CFI=0.945; TLI=0.926; 

RMSEA (90% CI)=0.074 (0.072-0.075)). This indicates that the 
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latent second-ordered structure was measured by the same items in 

the remaining 22 countries. Consequently, the following models were 

only performed in this set of countries. Model 3 produced an even 

better fit (χ2 [df]=3611.558 [1247], p-value<0.001; CFI=0.978; 

TLI=0.969; RMSEA (90% CI)=0.048 (0.046-0.049)), so the first-

order factors, or the dimensions, could be regarded as metrically 

invariant across countries. In the case of Model 4, with its threshold 

invariance for the first-order factors, it presented a good fit (χ2 

[df]=8304.920 [1646], p-value<0.001; CFI=0.937; TLI=0.934; 

RMSEA (90% CI)=0.069 (0.068-0.071)), but, in comparison with the 

previous model, ΔCFA exceeded the cut-off value of -0.030. 

Nevertheless, given both the good overall fit and the ΔRMSEA being 

really close to the proposed cut-off value (0.021), we assumed 

threshold invariance (albeit borderline) for the dimensions in the 22 

examined countries. Accordingly, we analyzed Models 5 and 6 of the 

second-order factor, testing for metric and threshold invariance 

respectively. Regarding the former, both its good fit (χ2 

[df]=9007.871 [1528], p-value<0.001; CFI=0.929; TLI=0.921; 

RMSEA (90% CI)=0.076 (0.075-0.078)) and the absence of any 

significant deterioration of CFI and RMSEA indicated that metric 

invariance holds for the EPRES-E construct as a whole. That is, the 

underlying multidimensional PE construct had the same meaning in 

all the countries studied. This was not the case for Model 6, where a 

poor overall fit with the data (χ2 [df]=13821.964 [1906], p-

value<0.001; CFI=0.887; TLI=0.899; RMSEA (90% CI)=0.086 

(0.085-0.088)) and a reduction in the CFI higher than -0.030 were 

obtained.  
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In light of these results, threshold invariance of the first-order factor 

model and metric invariance of the second-order factor model could 

be assumed. Therefore, only the means of the dimensions should be 

compared across the 22 countries according to MI standards. 

However, we also delved into the means of EPRES-E for each 

country to interpret the above-mentioned findings more intuitively 

(Table 4). As observed, an interesting finding was that countries 

showing similar EPRES-E scores showed different score patterns to 

the dimensions. For instance, the Nordic countries had the lowest 

overall scores (24.09 for Finland, 24.48 for Sweden, 26.26 for 

Denmark, and 27.24 for Norway), alongside Luxembourg (25.73) 

and the Netherlands (27.12). This is potentially underpinned by their 

shared social-democratic traditions, or evolution towards them in the 

case of the Netherlands (Swank, 2000), characterized by high labor-

market standards, collective bargaining schemes and sensible social 

protection benefits not overwhelmingly based on employment 

contributions (Esping-Andersen, 1999). Nonetheless, it appears that 

each country endorses this social and economic system through 

particular labor-market dynamics, leading to different scores for the 

six dimensions: the flexicurity Danish and Dutch model resulted in a 

higher degree of “temporariness” (23.82 for Denmark and 24.45 for 

the Netherlands, in contrast with 18.33 for Finland, 22.22 for Sweden 

and 22.93 for Norway), whereas the Rehn-Meidner Swedish model, 

based on the strong involvement of social partners through collective 

bargaining, showed an exceptionally low degree of 

“disempowerment” (10.81 against 15.61 for Denmark, 15.98 for 

Norway and 16.71 for Finland). Contrastingly, Norway showed the 
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poorest score in “wages” (58.67), followed by Germany (52.18). 

Given how the indicator was constructed to include monthly and 

hourly wages so as to encompass both the overall wage-incomes that 

workers receive to live on and the relative amount they receive for 

their human capital, we argue that this might relate to their high 

shares of part-time employees (OECD, 2020), most of whom were 

potentially low paid (Pfau-Effinger & Reimer, 2019). On the other 

side of the balance, we found mostly Central and East-European 

countries displaying the worst EPRES-E scores (33.93 for Poland, 

32.93 for Slovakia, 31.54 for Croatia and 31.03 for Slovenia), but 

again differences in the source of this poor score were detected. This 

is probably related to variations in their transition to market 

capitalism and in the changes they had to make to enter the EU (along 

with some previous differences) that led to noticeable divergences 

between them in terms of their respective labor markets (Rys, 2001). 

Whereas Slovenia’s welfare state development, degree of social 

partnership and public expenditure levels very much resemble those 

of many old EU member states (Fenger, 2007), Poland has gone 

through three phases of neoliberal labor-market reforms and the 

privatization of public companies since the 1990s, entailing extensive 

use of temporary employment contracts, the creeping deregulation 

and decentralization of the social security system, and a collapse in 

trade union density (Czarzasty & Mrozowicki, 2014; Maciejewska, 

et al. 2016). This empirically translates into its poor(est) scores in 

“temporariness” (29.97 versus 21.74 for Slovakia, 21.45 for Croatia 

and 16.64 for Slovenia) and “disempowerment” (35.36 versus 28.74 

for Croatia, 28.69 for Slovakia and 22.64 for Slovenia). Furthermore, 
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even though the strictness of employment protection legislation and 

the strength of social dialogue appeared to be higher in some of these 

countries, such as Slovenia or Slovakia (Farkas, 2017), as captured 

by the dimensions “temporariness” and “disempowerment”, their 

levels of unequal power relations demonstrated by the dimensions 

“vulnerability” (30.72 for Slovakia against 26.02 for Poland, 24.13 

for Croatia and 20.34 for Slovenia) and “exercise of rights” (55.28 

for Slovakia and 55.00 for Slovenia against 52.76 for Croatia and 

48.27 for Poland) were prominently high, which might be linked to 

differences between legislated and actual practices in the workplace 

(Kovtun, et al. 2014).  

Another striking case is Germany, which has the third poorest 

EPRES-E score (32.06), despite its good performance in respect of 

traditional labor-market indicators, such as unemployment rates, 

temporary employment, etc. (OECD, 2020). Concretely, as 

mentioned earlier, the country presented really high scores in 

“wages” and “exercise of rights” (53.61). We argue that this might 

be related to the rise of unprotected and low-paid (part-time) jobs 

generated as a consequence of the Hartz reforms – that is, a set of 

policy measures aimed at improving employment services and policy 

measures by activating the unemployed and fostering employment 

demand by deregulating the labor market (Jacobi & Kluve, 2006) – 

and the popularization of the so-called minijobs (Pfau-Effinger & 

Reimer, 2019). To end with other disruptive dimension scores that 

sum up rather similar EPRES-E scores, we discuss the neighboring 

countries of Portugal (28.80) and Spain (30.08). Even though 

commonalities in their respective labor-market structures and socio-
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political models have been extensively reported (e.g. Hall & Soskice, 

2001), in Spain PE appeared to stem from “temporariness” (29.25 in 

contrast to 19.36 in Portugal), while in Portugal it was more an issue 

of “disempowerment” (36.13 in contrast to 28.23 in Spain). 

Unsurprisingly, Spain’s PE matches the country’s traditionally high 

share of temporary employment (OECD, 2020), which was 

exacerbated after the major labor-market reform enacted in 2012 that 

introduced new ways of temporarily employing workers (Livanos & 

Papadopoulos, 2019). Portugal, on the other hand, saw its collective 

bargaining schemes particularly affected by the structural reforms 

sought by the Troika in the aftermath of the Great Recession (Cruces, 

et al. 2015). Although this was also experienced by other EU member 

states facing similar situations, such as Spain, Greece and Ireland, the 

changes in Portugal represented rather the continuation of a process 

that was already in motion, resulting in almost a million workers not 

being covered by a collective agreement since 2010 (Távora & 

González, 2016).  

4 Discussion and conclusions  

The purpose of this article has been to examine the MI of EPRES-E, 

an instrument to measure PE that consists of an adaptation of the 

EPRES construct in the EWCS in 35 European countries. The main 

rationale for this approach was the need to come up with a 

multidimensional and objective instrument that is able to measure PE 

in a meaningful manner beyond territorial characteristics. This is 

essential both to obtain the full or a more complete picture of the 

phenomenon in Europe and to conduct comparative research 
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providing researchers and policy-makers with sensible information 

about each country’s reality and allowing lessons to be learned from 

this. However, given the vast heterogeneity of the Eurozone in terms 

of labor-market regulations and institutions, industrial relations and 

welfare-state regimes (Korpi, 1983; Esping-Andersen, 1999; Hall & 

Soskice, 2001), which decisively determine the ever-changing nature 

of precarious employment arrangements in each country (Duell, 

2004; Benach, et al. 2016), MIs of the proposed instrument ought to 

be empirically assessed. To our knowledge, this is the first study to 

do this using a multidimensional approach with a sound theoretical 

basis. Consequently, the article makes an insightful contribution to a 

pivotal gap in the literature.  

Accounting for the second-order factor structure of EPRES-E with 

its first-order dimensions (i.e. temporariness, disempowerment, 

vulnerability, exercise of rights, unpredictability of working times 

and wages), our results indicate that the metric invariance of the 

overall instrument holds for 22 out of the 35 countries studied, i.e. 

Austria, Belgium, Croatia, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, 

Greece, Ireland, Italy, Lithuania, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, 

Norway, Poland, Portugal, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, 

Switzerland and the UK. However, threshold invariance could only 

be assumed for the dimensions. In more operational terms, while the 

raw scores of the dimensions proved to be suitable for comparative 

research across these countries, this was not the case for the overall 

EPRES-E score, which only reached a degree of invariance that 

allowed us to compare its covariances and unstandardized regression 

coefficients.  
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Strictly speaking, this should prevent us from comparing the overall 

EPRES-E raw scores (Chen, et al. 2005). Nonetheless it should be 

noted that from a methodological perspective, and in the realm of 

higher-order factor models, the latent nature of the first-order factors 

(i.e. the dimensions), as opposed to the observed variables, sets up 

structural rather than measurement relationships with the second-

order latent factor (i.e. EPRES-E). Correspondingly, the relative 

importance of each dimension may vary in the countries studied 

without changing the essence of the PE concept they are tackling, 

which is not the case for the first-order factor models and the 

observed variables composing them (Van de Vijver & Leung, 1997; 

Rudnev, et al. 2018). Instead, this variation of the structural 

parameters in the second-order EPRES-E factor points to divergence 

in the content and connotations of the underlying concept across 

groups, an interesting finding in itself (Rudnev, et al. 2018). As such, 

MGCFAs suggest that PE contouring emanates from different 

sources within the six dimensions identified for each country. This 

aligns with the results derived from the exploration of the mean 

scores outlined above, where different patterns of dimension mean 

scores led to similar EPRES-E mean scores. Therefore, we can 

conclude that the country-specific contexts that articulate the 

different institutional frameworks for work and employment (e.g. 

macro-level policies, labor-market reforms, social dialogue and 

welfare-state regimes) stand out as key factors in the configuration of 

PE.  

From a substantive point of view, these findings provide empirical 

reasons for approaching PE from a multidimensional perspective, 
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especially when performing comparative research, since they make 

visible the fact that different dimensions have different magnitudes 

in different countries. Accordingly, focusing only on one of them 

might produce misleading conclusions. A highly illustrative example 

of this is the case of Germany, which was found to be the third worst-

performing country in terms of its overall EPRES-E score, despite it 

usually being portrayed as one of the countries to demonstrate 

successful labor-market outcomes when only unemployment rates or 

temporary employment are considered (e.g. ILO, 2019). On the other 

hand, the results stemming from this study also constitute a step 

forward towards validating EPRES-E. That is, the dimension scores 

fruitfully captured the situation that labor markets in the analyzed 

countries were experimenting at the time, as we have described in the 

previous section. Therefore, this narrative reinforces use of EPRES-

E in 22 European countries for comparative purposes provided it is 

displayed in conjunction with the scores of each dimension.  

Moving to the thirteen European countries where the construct does 

not hold, namely Albania, Bulgaria, Cyprus, Czech Republic, 

Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Malta, Montenegro, Republic of North 

Macedonia, Romania, Serbia and Turkey, further research should 

specifically delve into their labor-market structures in order to arrive 

at a more comprehensive understanding of how employment 

precariousness is shaped in these countries. A potential interpretation 

for their non-invariance lies in the institutional framework of these 

countries, which is characterized by their delayed transition from 

almost half a century of communist rule to market capitalism, making 

their labor markets substantially different from those of the older EU 



 

 159 

member states. Accordingly, their welfare states and social protection 

networks present a lagged development, a marked dual structure 

between the public and private sectors, and a vastly expanded 

informal sector (Fenger, 2007). Indeed, the share of informal salaried 

workers in these countries is substantially higher compared to the 22 

countries to which EPRES-E applies (Supplementary Material 2). 

This widens the array of forms that PE can take, which go beyond the 

dimensions captured in EPRES-E. To elaborate, PE measurement 

instruments tailored for these countries ought to encompass other 

aspects such the range of social risks that workers have covered and 

whether they are compulsorily or voluntarily entitled to such 

insurance schemes, the absence of formal contracts, or their 

irregularities in terms of the detailed number of working hours 

(Farkas, 2017). Finally, note that the instrument does indeed work for 

some post-communist countries, namely Croatia, Lithuania, Poland, 

Slovakia and Slovenia, but these happen to share a higher number of 

confluent points with West European countries (Fenger, 2007; Bohle 

& Greskovits, 2012; Farkas, 2017). This prompts the conclusion that 

EPRES-E is only applicable to post-industrial societies in the West, 

suggesting that the theoretical construct on which the instrument is 

grounded is limited in its ability to encapsulate the realities that stem 

from other socio-political trajectories. Future studies should 

nevertheless ask whether EPRES-E is suitable for groups of workers 

in these countries that resemble their West European counterparts, 

such those working in the public sector (Fenger, 2007), in order to 

increase the scope of the instrument.  
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This study has some limitations that need to be acknowledged. First, 

the secondary nature of the survey prevents us from tackling specific 

issues, detailed in the foregoing, which would enhance our capacity 

to measure PE in a higher number of countries. Nevertheless, the 

advantages gained by using this source of information are 

enormously superior to this drawback in the sense that the EWCS 

puts out homogenized information from a substantial sample in 

almost all European countries every five years. This permits not only 

the study of PE in further phases of the survey, which will allow the 

monitoring of a social phenomenon that is has increasingly attracted 

international concern down the years, but also the unique opportunity 

to do so on a Europe-wide scale. Second, EPRES-E is restricted to 

formal employees and does not tap other forms of employment that 

might also show signs of precariousness, such as self-employment, 

informal salaried employment, informal entrepreneurs, etc. (Benach, 

et al. 2013; Ruiz, 2018). Approaching these forms of employment 

would be greatly relevant for a set of countries where they are highly 

prevalent, mainly those in southern, Central and Eastern Europe 

(Supplementary Material 2). However, the precariousness of these 

forms of employment encompasses a wide set of aspects in addition 

to or different from those captured in both the EPRES and the 

EPRES-E constructs, and some of them (as mentioned earlier in this 

section) are not included in the EWCS, such the social protection 

rights to which workers are entitled (Gevaert, et al. 2018; Ruiz, 2018; 

ILO, 2020). Future research should therefore explore how to tackle 

these features in the EWCS as well. 
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Nevertheless EPRES-E demonstrates both the theoretical and the 

empirical properties of invariance that provide support for its use in 

up to 22 European countries. This is unprecedented in the field of PE 

research, particularly from a multidimensional perspective. Hence 

this article constitutes a significant contribution to establishing the 

comparability of PE in Europe, which is fundamental to deepening 

our understanding of the phenomenon and to working towards 

establishing decent and sustainable labor markets internationally in 

an era framed by globalization. At the same time, it also stresses the 

importance of directing further efforts towards the incorporation of 

questions related to employment conditions and relations in more 

frequent or longitudinal international surveys such as the Labor Force 

Survey (LFS) or the European Union Survey of Income and Living 

Conditions (EU-SILC), as well as conserving the EPRES-E items in 

further phases of the EWCS.  

Our findings are also informative for the future conceptualization and 

operationalization of PE from a cross-national perspective. On the 

one hand, they enable the inference that the precariousness of 

employment arrangements is unequally contoured by a number of 

sources that in turn emerge from individual countries’ broader socio-

historical, political and cultural particularities. On the other hand, 

more conceptual and practical work is needed to identify what 

additional or different aspects delineate PE in societies other than 

those in the post-industrial West.  
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Figures and tables 

Figure 1. Factor structure of the EPRES-E (European Working 

Conditions Survey 2015). 

 

EPRES-E: Employment Precariousness Scale for Europe; PE: Precarious Employment; 
T: Temporariness; D: Disempowerment; V: Vulnerability; ER: Exercise of rights; UWT: 
Uncertain Working Times; W: Wages; Fair treat: fair treatment; Sched. unpre.: schedule 
unpredictability; WT: working times; λ factor loading; φ factor covariance; υ threshold. 
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Figure 2. Flowchart of multi-group confirmatory factor models 

analysed to test measurement invariance. 

 

CFA: Confirmatory Factor Analysis. 
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Table 1. Operationalization of the Employment Precariousness Scale 

for Europe (EPRES-E). 

 Indicator Operationalization Response options 

T
em

po
ra

ri
ne

ss
 Duration of 

current con-
tract 

Combination of: a) what type of 
contract do you have; b) what is 
the duration of your current con-

tract? 

0. Permanent contract 
1. Temporary contract, short dura-
tion 
2. Temporary contract, long dura-
tion 

Tenure How many years have you been 
in your company or organization? 

0. More than 5 years 
1. 3 to 5 years 
2. 1 to 3 years 
3. Less than 1 year 

D
is

em
po

w
er

m
en

t 

Trade unions 

Does a trade union, works coun-
cil or a similar committee repre-
senting employees exist at your 

organization? 

0. Yes 
1. No 
2. Don't know  

Meetings 

Does a regular meeting in which 
employees can express their 

views about what is happening in 
the organization exist at your or-

ganization? 

0. Yes 
1. No 
2. Don't know  

V
ul

ne
ra

bi
lit

y  Respect of 
boss 

Your immediate boss respects 
you as a person 

0. Strongly agree 
1. Tend to agree 
2. Neither agree nor disagree 
3. Tend to disagree 
4. Strongly disagree 

Fair treatment You are treated fairly at your 
workplace 

0. Always 
1. Most of the time 
2. Sometimes 
3. Rarely or never 

E
xe

rc
is

e 
of

 r
ig

ht
s  

Break when 
you need it 

You can take a break when you 
wish 

0. Always 
1. Most of the time 
2. Sometimes 
3. Rarely 
4. Never 

Hours off for 
personal mat-

ters 

Would you say that for you ar-
ranging to take an hour or two off 
during working hours to take care 
of personal or family matters is… 

0. Very easy 
1. Fairly easy 
2. Fairly difficult 
3. Very difficult 

U
np

re
di

ct
-

ab
ili

ty
 o

f 
w

or
ki

ng
 

tim
es

 

Schedule un-
predictability 

Do changes to your working time 
arrangements occur regularly? If 
yes, how long before are you in-

formed about these changes? 

0. No 
1. Yes, several weeks in advance 
2. Yes, several days in advance 
3. Yes, the day before 
4. Yes, the same day 
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Work at short 
notice 

How often have you been re-
quested to come into work at 

short notice? 

0. Never 
1. Less often 
2. Several times a month 
3. Several times a week or daily 

Working times 
regularity 

Combination of: do you work a) 
the same number of hours every 
day; b) the same number of days 
every week; c) the same number 

of hours every week; d) fixed 
starting and finishing times? 

0. Very high (yes on all) 
1. High (no on at least one) 
2. Medium (no on at least two) 
3. Low (no on at least three) 
4. Very low (no on all) 

W
ag

es
 

Net earnings 
per month 

Net monthly earnings from your 
main paid job 

0. High earnings (above the me-
dian) 
1. Medium-low earnings (between 
low earnings and the median) 
3. Low earnings (less than 0.6 of 
the median population) 

Net earnings 
per hour 

Net hourly earnings from your 
main paid job 

0. High earnings (above the me-
dian) 
1. Medium-low earnings (between 
low earnings and the median) 
3. Low earnings (less than 0.6 of 
the median population) 
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Table 2. Sample description (European Working Conditions Survey, 

2015). 

  N (%) 
Sex Women 16,365 52.23 

Men 14,969 47.77 
Age 15 to 25 2,815 8.98 

26 to 35 7,306 23.31 
36 to 45 8,394 26.78 
46 to 55 8,447 26.95 
56 to 64 4,378 13.97 

Place of birth Country of residence 28,383 91.04 
Other 2,793 8.96 

Occupational 
social class 

Non-manual 22,320 71.42 
Manual 8,932 28.58 

Educational 
attainment 

High 11,139 35.66 
Medium 15,660 50.13 
Low 4,437 14.20 

Country Austria 781 2.49 
Belgium 2,097 6.69 
Bulgaria 790 2.52 
Croatia 782 2.50 
Cyprus 455 1.45 
Czech Republic 772 2.46 
Denmark 871 2.78 
Estonia 803 2.56 
Finland 743 2.37 
France 1,295 4.13 
Germany 1,717 5.48 
Greece 443 1.41 
Hungary 776 2.48 
Ireland 692 2.21 
Italy 816 2.60 
Latvia 736 2.35 
Lithuania 827 2.64 
Luxembourg 866 2.76 
Malta 640 2.04 
Netherlands 816 2.60 
Poland 832 2.65 
Portugal 613 1.96 
Romania 804 2.57 
Slovakia 830 2.65 
Slovenia 1,298 4.14 
Spain 2,444 7.80 
Sweden 888 2.83 
United Kingdom 1,265 4.04 
Montenegro 601 1.92 
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Republic of North Macedonia 610 1.95 
Serbia 584 1.86 
Turkey 805 2.57 
Norway 885 2.82 
Switzerland 814 2.60 
Albania 349 1.11 
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Table 3. Goodness-of-fit indices from multi-group confirmatory 

factor analyses of the EPRES-E (European Working Conditions 

Survey, 2015). 

 

EPRES-E: Employment Precariousness Scale for Europe; df: degrees of freedom; CFI: 
Comparative Fit Index; TLI: Tucker-Lewis Index; RMSEA: Root Mean Square Error of 
Approximation; CI: Confidence Interval; *Significant at p < 0.001; a35 countries included; 
b22 countries included. 
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Table 4. Means of the EPRES-E and its dimensions by country 

(European Working Conditions Survey, 2015). 

EPRES-E: Employment Precariousness Scale for Europe; T: Temporariness; D: 
Disempowerment; V: Vulnerability; ER: Exercise of Rights; UWT: Unpredictable Working 
Times; W: Wages; brighter colors correspond to higher means. 

  

  T D V ER UWT W EPRES-E 
Austria 20.33 24.23 15.16 45.03 25.10 50.00 29.84 
Belgium 20.61 20.88 19.25 44.73 18.62 45.81 27.95 
Croatia 21.45 28.74 24.13 52.76 20.81 38.69 31.54 
Denmark 23.82 15.61 15.16 36.49 27.99 39.47 26.26 
Finland 18.33 16.71 17.20 33.75 23.76 35.33 24.09 
France 21.38 20.42 21.85 42.44 21.30 42.64 27.83 
Germany 21.14 25.15 18.36 53.61 22.76 52.18 32.06 
Greece 22.31 30.11 20.31 57.34 16.52 38.11 31.33 
Ireland 19.16 22.79 17.54 42.28 20.99 45.33 27.73 
Italy 18.27 27.14 23.82 48.91 14.88 41.86 27.86 
Lithuania 19.80 34.80 24.99 47.16 19.00 26.67 28.53 
Luxembourg 16.97 22.23 18.28 40.47 18.85 37.21 25.73 
Netherlands 24.45 22.55 14.41 38.09 22.20 42.51 27.12 
Norway 22.93 15.98 11.94 32.75 23.12 58.67 27.24 
Poland 29.97 35.36 26.02 48.27 19.96 46.56 33.93 
Portugal 19.36 36.13 14.67 48.42 17.02 36.04 28.80 
Slovakia 21.74 28.69 30.72 55.28 24.41 39.89 32.93 
Slovenia 16.64 22.64 20.34 55.00 19.75 51.23 31.03 
Spain 29.25 28.23 17.75 45.70 16.71 41.65 30.08 
Sweden 22.22 10.81 16.60 36.75 24.92 37.50 24.48 
Switzerland 20.20 30.66 17.50 49.03 23.97 33.25 29.36 
UK 22.86 23.28 20.01 41.58 21.91 43.41 28.43 
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Precarious employment and mental health 
across European welfare states: a gender       
perspective 

Abstract 

Objective: The aim of this article was to examine the relationship 

between precarious employment (PE) and mental health in Europe, 

as well as whether welfare states (WS) interact in this relationship, 

from a gender perspective. 

Methods: Data were derived from the European Working Conditions 

Survey 2015. PE was measured through the Employment 

Precariousness Scale for Europe (EPRES-E), validated for 

comparative research in 22 European countries, and categorized into 

quartiles. Countries were classified into Continental, Anglo-Saxon, 

Scandinavian, Southern and Central-Eastern WS. Poor mental health 

was assessed through the WHO-5 Well-Being Index. In a sample of 

22,555 formal employees, we performed gender-stratified multi-level 

logistic regression models.  

Results: Results showed greater prevalences of PE and poor mental 

health among women. However, the association between them was 

deeper among men. Cross-country differences were observed in 

multi-level regressions, but the interaction effect of WS was only 

significant among women. More precisely, the odds of poor mental 

health were greater among women in EPRES-E quartiles 3 and 4 of 

Central-Eastern WS.  

Conclusions: These findings suggest the interaction between 

contextual and individual factors in the production of mental health 
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inequalities, both within and across countries. They also call for the 

incorporation of gender-sensitive welfare policies if equitable and 

healthy labor markets are to be achieved in Europe. 

 

Key words: Precarious employment, Welfare states, Mental health, 

Gender, Europe, Multi-level 
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1 Introduction 

Precarious employment (PE) is a key social determinant of health and 

health inequalities (Bodin et al., 2020). Over the past decades, a 

growing body of research documented its association with a host of 

adverse physical and mental health outcomes (Benach et al., 2014; 

Koranyi et al., 2018; Rönnblad et al., 2019; Utzet et al., 2020). 

However, limited work has examined cross-national differences in 

this association, let alone the role of contextual factors such as 

welfare states (Kim et al., 2012). We know that employment is 

embedded in and shaped by the broader political, economic and 

cultural system in which it takes place. Legal and regulatory 

structures that derive from this all-embracing framework thus 

determine the various forms employment arrangements can take and 

what is considered precarious in each national context (Muñoz-

Bustillo et al., 2009). At the same time, evidence suggests that 

welfare states mediate the extent to which employment status impacts 

people’s living conditions and health (Chung & Muntaner, 2006). 

Briefly, countries that have more developed welfare systems have 

social protection schemes and labor market regulations that protect 

workers from the worst consequences of unemployment and non-

standard employment arrangements (Kim et al., 2012; Shahidi, De 

Moortel, et al., 2016; Shahidi, Siddiqi, et al., 2016). Therefore, the 

negative consequences of PE might also be buffered by protective 

welfare states. All said, failing to consider welfare states when 

examining the consequences of PE might obscure a range of social 

experiences that have a bearing upon the health of workers.  
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Against this background, the aim of this study is to investigate the 

relationship between PE and mental health, both among women and 

men; and to explore whether welfare states interact in this 

relationship. 

1.1 Defining and measuring precarious employment  

The Standard Employment Relationship (SER) (i.e. permanent full-

time employment with benefits, social guarantees and possibilities 

for career progression) was coined in the midst of an unprecedented 

economic, political and ideological scenario that characterized post-

industrial societies in the aftermath of the World War II (Kuttner, 

2018). By the late seventies, this historically-contingent landscape 

underwent (and is still undergoing) a profound transformation 

resulting in the flexibilization of labor markets, the declining 

influence of unions and the degradation of workers’ social protection 

(Kalleberg, 2018; Piketty, 2015). Consequently, what was once 

presumed to have become a standard in high-income countries, 

eroded progressively, giving rise to various forms of non-standard, 

flexible, unprotected employment. In this conjuncture, the concept 

“precarious employment” was introduced to encapsulate the full 

range of these non-standard employment arrangements (Benach et 

al., 2016).  

The use of this concept originated in the field of social sciences 

(Rodgers, 1989), but is gaining popularity in other disciplines, 

including public health and social epidemiology (Bodin et al., 2020). 

These have engendered several pragmatic definitions and approaches 
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to measure PE (Kreshpaj et al., 2020). Nevertheless, international 

consensus on a specific measure has not yet been reached, 

jeopardizing the development of cross-nationally comparative 

indicators of PE. One of the few extant examples is the Employment 

Precariousness Scale (EPRES) (Vives et al., 2010). Broadly, EPRES 

is a multidimensional instrument that emphasizes the asymmetry in 

power relations between employers and employees, which is 

measured through the following dimensions: temporariness, low 

wages, lack of rights, vulnerability (powerlessness against 

authoritarian treatments), disempowerment (ability to negotiate over 

employment conditions), and incapacity to exercise workplace rights. 

To date, it has been validated in Spain (Vives et al., 2015), Chile 

(Vives et al., 2017) and Sweden (Jonsson et al., 2019), and is 

currently being tested in Belgium and Finland. However, the 

challenges and costs associated to the collection of primary data 

hinder the use of this tool to monitor PE cross-nationally. 

To transcend this limitation, the Employment Precariousness Scale 

for Europe (EPRES-E) was put forth (Padrosa, Belvis, et al., 2021). 

As the name suggests, EPRES-E is conceptually grounded on the 

EPRES construct but is built with proxy-indicators derived from the 

European Working Conditions Survey (EWCS). By using this data 

source, indicators can be constructed with harmonized information 

across a wide range of European countries (Eurofound, 2021), 

opening up an opportunity to reproduce and compare results at a 

European-level. The measure is composed of 13 proxy-indicators 

sorted into the EPRES dimensions stated above except for the one 

related to low rights. However, EPRES-E incorporates a new 
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dimension that measures the unpredictability of working times 

(unidirectionally led by employers). The main strength of EPRES-E 

is that it was empirically validated in 22 countries (i.e. Austria, 

Belgium, Croatia, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, 

Ireland, Italy, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Netherlands, Norway, Poland, 

Portugal, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, UK) and 

therefore comparisons across them can be performed meaningfully 

(Padrosa, Bolíbar, et al., 2021). On top of that, it was reported to be 

equally valid among women and men (Padrosa, Belvis, et al., 2021). 

This is of particular interest since it allows the assessment of 

employment-related gender (health) inequalities (Campos-Serna et 

al., 2013; Menéndez et al., 2007), an insufficiently explored topic 

(Valero et al., 2020).  

1.2 Precarious employment and mental health 

The detrimental effects of PE on mental health have been reported in 

studies from multiple countries (Rönnblad et al., 2019; Utzet et al., 

2020). Nevertheless, most of these studies rely on one-dimensional 

proxy-indicators such as temporary employment (Virtanen et al., 

2005) and job insecurity (De Witte et al., 2016). Even if these 

approaches have provided fruitful information to unravel PE as a 

social determinant of health, they still over-simplify the myriad forms 

PE can take (Carles Muntaner, 2016), which might lead to the 

misclassification of precarious workers as non-precarious and vice-

versa (Vives, Benmarhnia, et al., 2020). Consequently, the use of 

one-dimensional proxy-indicators might prompt inconclusive or even 

misleading results.  
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Considering this, researchers are progressively adopting 

multidimensional approaches that capture PE in a more holistic 

manner. Yet, only a handful of studies have assessed the association 

between multidimensional PE and mental health cross-nationally 

(Gevaert et al., 2021; van Aerden et al., 2016).  

Another key issue that is often neglected in this field of research is 

the differential effect of PE on mental health according to gender 

(Menéndez et al., 2007; Valero et al., 2020). Briefly, the dominating 

male power structure and the gendered division of labor promote 

occupational segregation alongside gender-lines (Rubery & Fagan, 

1995) and other labor market mechanisms that are unfavorable to 

women, compared to men (O’Campo et al., 2004). As a consequence, 

women are channeled into precarious forms of employment more 

frequently than men. Moreover, even if holding the same job as men, 

women are usually exposed to poorer employment conditions such 

as low salaries (International Labour Organization, 2018) and low 

flexibility in determining their working schedule (Puig-Barrachina et 

al., 2014). This has been argued to boost the negative consequences 

of PE on mental health among women (Menéndez et al., 2007). The 

need for a gender-sensitive perspective is therefore crucial. 

Nevertheless, gender health inequalities related to PE have gone 

largely untested (Valero et al., 2020).  

1.3 The role of welfare states 

The term “welfare state” (WS) is often narrowly used to designate a 

set of social transfers (e.g. unemployment benefits, pensions) and key 
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services (e.g. healthcare, education) provided by states in an attempt 

to dilute social stratification (Esping-Andersen, 1990) and contract 

subsequent health inequalities (Muntaner et al., 2010). However, 

these social protection schemes stem from wider factors such as the 

distribution of power resources across the main economic and 

political actors in (post-industrial) societies, the assembly and 

development of labor and social movements, and the political 

tradition of nation states and federations (Esping-Andersen, 1990; 

Korpi, 2016). Accordingly, legal and institutional regulatory features 

that forge how the economy is reproduced and redistributed should 

also fall under the conception of WS (Briggs, 1961). 

From this broad perspective, WS substantially determine the 

configuration, development, distribution and implications of PE in 

each national context (Benach et al., 2014). For instance, 

governments of countries with strong class-based worker 

organizations that have been capable of solidifying their influence in 

the political sphere, and thereby have been instrumental to policy 

reforms and redistributive goals, tend to be less prone to deregulate 

their labor markets in response to pressures related to economic 

downturns and unemployment growth (Auer & Cazes, 2003). Hence, 

these countries provide a less favorable environment for the rise of 

extremely flexible and unprotected forms of employment (e.g. zero-

hour contracts) than more liberal countries (Farina et al., 2020). 

Likewise, they often have more generous and far-reaching income 

replacement schemes, which create a buffer against low paid 

employment insofar as they decrease competition in the lower 

spectrum of labor markets (Alsos et al., 2019). On another account, 
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the structure of WS has also a bearing upon the health of the 

population: countries with more egalitarian and progressive WS tend 

to achieve better indicators of health and wellbeing (Muntaner et al., 

2011; Navarro et al., 2006).  

This scenario prompts the question of whether cross-national 

differences in the effects of PE on mental health also follow WS 

patterns. Analogue research on other unfavorable labor market 

outcomes (e.g. unemployment, temporary employment, job 

insecurity) suggests that their adverse health effects are mitigated in 

countries with universal access to key services and strong 

decommodification and social policies (Kim et al., 2012; Shahidi, 

Siddiqi, et al., 2016). However, when results are stratified by gender, 

and family policy models are taken into account, this protective effect 

is less consistent (De Moortel et al., 2014; Mensah & Adjei, 2020). 

This is also the case with specific labor market policies targeting 

unemployed or temporary workers, whose protective health effects 

proved elusive (Shahidi, De Moortel, et al., 2016). Therefore, there 

is great need for full assessment of the role of WS (in their broader 

sense) in the relationship between PE and mental health, particularly 

with a focus on gender. 

Hereby we aim to evaluate this topic applying a  “WS regime” 

approach (E. Dahl & Van der Wel, 2013): countries are sorted into a 

WS typology according to commonalities in social, political and legal 

characteristics (Eikemo & Bambra, 2008). This approach gives the 

opportunity to assess the interconnectedness of these characteristics 
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as opposed to other more specific approaches such as the 

“institutional” or the “expenditure” approach (Bergqvist et al., 2013).  

Currently, a variety of typologies are available (Arts & Gelissen, 

2010), but they are rather overlapping despite employing different 

theoretical and methodological approaches. In the European context, 

five distinct WS types are commonly identified. Scandinavian WS 

(also known as Social-democratic or Nordic) are characterized by the 

principle of universalism, strong interventionism, high 

decommodification and a dual-earner family model that encourages 

women’s engagement in (full-time) paid work (H Chung & 

Muntaner, 2007; Esping-Andersen, 1990; Fritzell, Hvinden, Kautto, 

Kvist, & Uusitalo, 2005; Korpi, 2016). Continental WS (Christian-

democratic, Bismarckian, Conservative, Corporativist) are also based 

on generous state interventions but the provision of welfare is 

organized according to occupational lines, thereby maintaining social 

stratification (Daly, 2001; Esping-Andersen, 1990). They generally 

rely on the traditional male breadwinner model, which presumes that 

women are mainly responsible for unpaid domestic work and enter 

the labor market mostly as secondary earners (Korpi et al., 2013; 

Lewis, 1992). In Anglo-Saxon WS (Liberal, Residual) 

decommodification policies are minimal and the state provision of 

welfare is usually means-tested or subject to strict entitlement 

criteria, which reinforces already stark social patterns (Esping-

Andersen, 1990; C Muntaner et al., 2011). Family policies are also 

residual and market-oriented (Korpi et al., 2013; Lewis, 1992). 

Southern WS (Mediterranean, Post-fascist) are rather undeveloped, 

fragmented, and rely heavily on the family and voluntary sector, 
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echoing an authoritarian fascist past where any source of social or 

labor movement was repressed (Navarro & Shi, 2001). Their family 

model resembles that of Continental WS but with lower levels of 

social expenditure dedicated to families, children and dependent 

individuals (Ferrera, 1999; Naldini, 2004). Finally, Central-Eastern 

WS (Transitional) are mainly found among formerly communist 

countries that transitioned into market capitalism throughout the 

1990s (Cerami & Vanhuysse, 2009). This transition involved 

extensive social reforms and a shift towards commodification, 

decentralization and privatization of social protection structures 

(Fenger, 2007).  

2 Methods 

2.1 Data and study population 

We used data from the sixth wave of the European Working 

Conditions Survey (EWCS), fielded in 2015 (Eurofound, 2021). In 

this 2015-wave, a total of 43 850 individuals residing in 35 countries 

responded to the survey. However, following EPRES-E’s criteria 

(Padrosa, Bolíbar, et al., 2021) only respondents residing in Austria, 

Belgium, Croatia, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, 

Ireland, Italy, Lithuania, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Norway, 

Poland, Portugal, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland 

and the UK were considered in this paper. Other exclusion criteria 

were being self-employed (n=9 245), not having an employment 

contract (n=2 478), working in the armed forces (n=149), being 65 

years old or over (n=638), and having missing information in the 
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outcome variable (n=87), leading to a final sample of 22,555 

individuals.  

2.2 Measures 

Mental health was measured through the 5-item World Health 

Organization Well-Being Index (WHO-5) (World Health 

Organization, 1998). The index consists of 5 positively phrased 

statements that were rated by interviewees from 0 (none of the time) 

to 5 (all of the time). The raw score of the scale was the sum of item 

scores multiplied by 4, therefore ranging from 0 (absence of well-

being) to 100 (maximal well-being). Individuals with more than one 

missing item were excluded from the analyses. Scores of individuals 

with only one missing item were computed through the rounded 

mean of the other four items. Final scores were dichotomized into 

good and poor mental health using an advised cut-off point of 50: 

individuals scoring less than 50 were classified as having poor mental 

health (Topp et al., 2015).  

Precarious employment was measured through EPRES-E, which is 

composed of 13 proxy-indicators sorted into temporariness (2 items); 

wages (2); exercise of rights (2); disempowerment (2); vulnerability 

(2); and unpredictable working times (3) (Appendix 1). Response 

options were 3, 4 or 5-point ordinal or frequency scales where higher 

values corresponded to more precarious situations. Dimension scores 

were computed through averaging item scores and transforming the 

result into a 0-100 scale; and EPRES-E overall score was the 

arithmetic mean of the six dimension’s scores. To deal with missing 
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values in the overall score (18.26%), Little’s test of Missing 

Completely at Random (MCAR) was performed (Li, 2013), which 

assessed whether a complete case analysis would lead to biased 

estimates. Results from this test indicated that missing data were not 

MCAR (not shown). Accordingly, we carried out 5 multiple 

imputations using chained equations (White et al., 2011). These 

consisted of ordered-logistic models including EPRES-E’s 13 items 

as well as the following auxiliary variables: sex (men, women), age, 

place of birth (country of residence, other), occupational social class 

(manual, non-manual), sector of economic activity (agriculture, 

forestry and fishing; industry; construction; services; and public 

administration and other services), educational attainment according 

to the International Standard Classification of Education 2011 (high, 

medium, low), household financial strain (low, medium, high) and 

country of residence. This procedure reduced the amount of missing 

EPRES-E values to 1% (n=225). EPRES-E final scores were 

categorized into quartiles so that individuals with fewer PE features 

fell into the first quartile, and those in the most precarious 

employment situation into the fourth.  

Individual-level variables used for adjustment in statistical analyses 

were age, place of birth and educational attainment. 

Finally, countries were distributed into five WS types according to 

the classification outlined above. That is, Austria, Belgium, France, 

Germany, Luxembourg, Netherlands and Switzerland were classified 

as Continental WS; Denmark, Finland, Norway and Sweden as 

Scandinavian WS; Ireland and the UK as Anglo-Saxon WS; Greece, 
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Italy, Portugal and Spain as Southern WS; and Croatia, Lithuania, 

Poland, Slovakia and Slovenia as Central-Eastern WS.  

2.3 Statistical analyses 

Descriptive analyses were performed to illustrate the characteristics 

of the sample, and the prevalences of EPRES-E quartiles and of poor 

mental health across WS. We thereafter applied increasingly 

complex multilevel logistic regression models (Hox et al., 2017). 

Firstly, we computed an intercept-only model (M0) without any 

explanatory variable in order to examine whether there were 

differences in the odds of poor mental health across countries. 

Subsequently, we included individual-level (M1) and country-level 

(M2) explanatory variables to explore variations in the outcome 

according to these variables. In model 3 we included a random slope 

for the EPRES-E categorical variable to test whether there was 

random variation in the relationship between PE and mental health 

across countries (Heisig & Schaeffer, 2019). To explore this cross-

national variation further, in model 4 we included an interaction term 

between EPRES-E quartiles (individual-level) and WS (country-

level).  

The analyses were gender-stratified (binary) and performed using 

Stata/MP 14 (StataCorp, 2015).  

3 Results 

Overall, the sample was predominantly composed by employees 

aged between 36 and 55 years old (53.75% men [M], 56.29% women 
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[W]), non-migrant (88.45% M, 89.19% W) and with medium 

educational attainment (52.12% M, 47.38% W) (Table 1). Slight 

differences in these distributions across WS can be found in Table 1. 

The prevalence of poor mental health was higher among women 

(17.90%) than men (14.39%), which was consistent in all WS types. 

Aside from that, Anglo-Saxon WS presented the highest prevalences 

of poor mental health in both genders (19.69% M, 22.22% W), 

followed by Central-Eastern (17.23% M, 20.28% W), Continental 

(14.42% M, 17.95% W), Southern (11.87% M, 14.79% W), and 

Scandinavian WS (10.94% M, 15.74% W). As regards EPRES-E, 

women also showed higher scores than men in all WS types. Looking 

into each gender specifically, among men highest scores were found 

in Central Eastern WS (mean 30.82, SD 0.31), followed by Southern 

(28.81, 0.32), Continental (27.32, 0.32), Anglo-Saxon (27.28, 0.61), 

and Scandinavian WS (23.95, 0.32). Contrastingly, women working 

in Continental WS showed the highest EPRES-E scores (32.31, 

0.33), followed by Central-Eastern (32.04, 0.27), Anglo-Saxon 

(30.76, 0.62), Southern (30.24, 0.31), and Scandinavian WS (27.51, 

0.30). Descriptive results of the six EPRES-E dimensions (i.e. 

temporariness, wages, disempowerment, vulnerability, exercise of 

rights, unpredictable working times) are also displayed in Table 1.  

Figure 1 depicts the prevalence of poor mental health across EPRES-

E quartiles. As observed, there seems to be a gradient, whereby the 

greater the EPRES-E quartile the greater the prevalence of poor 

mental health. This is consistent in all genders and WS types. The 

abruptness of this gradient diverged across WS, though. For instance, 

among men the total difference in the proportion of poor mental 
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health across EPRES-E quartiles was less than 10 points in Southern 

WS, while it was over 20 points in Central-Eastern WS. Further, the 

proportion of poor mental health in quartile 4 of Scandinavian WS 

doubled that in quartile 3. A steep difference between quartiles 3 and 

4 was also observed in Anglo-Saxon WS, although the total 

proportion numbers were higher. Regarding women, the smallest 

total difference was observed in Scandinavian WS, and the highest in 

Anglo-Saxon WS. Again, stark differences between quartiles 3 and 4 

were observed in some WS, namely Anglo-Saxon WS and Central-

Eastern WS.  

This relationship between EPRES-E and mental health was further 

explored in multilevel models (Table 2). The intercept-only model 

(M0) showed that the odds of poor mental health over all individuals 

of all countries were 0.17 (95% Confidence Interval 0.14, 0.19) 

among men and 0.21 (0.18, 0.24) among women. Model 0 also added 

support to the use of random effects, since the estimated individual-

level random variance in poor mental health was significantly non-

zero in both genders (𝜎"!"=0.10 [95%CI 0.05, 0.20] M, 0.11 [0.06, 

0.21] W). These estimates slightly increased when individual-level 

variables were added in the model (M1) (𝜎"!"=0.11 [0.06, 0.23] M, 

0.13 [0.07, 0.25] W). Model 1 also confirmed the gradient of poor 

mental health across EPRES-E quartiles: the odds of poor mental 

health were gradually greater for individuals in quartiles 2 (OR=1.47 

[95%CI 1.21, 1.78] M, 1.25 [1.04, 1.49] W), 3 (2.19 [1.80, 2.65] M, 

1.80 [1.51, 2.14] W) and 4 (4.10 [3.37, 4.98] M, 3.00 [2.52, 3.58] W), 

compared to those in quartile 1. Significance of these gradual 

associations remained in models 2, 3 and 4, even though their 
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magnitude decreased progressively. Age was the only other 

individual-level variable that showed a significant (albeit slight) 

association with mental health in model 1 (1.02 [1.01, 1.02] M, 1.02 

[1.01, 1.02] W). Adding country-level variables (M2), a random 

slope (M3) or interaction effects (M4) to the model caused little 

change to the effects of this variable. Neither in models 2, 3 or 4, had 

our country-level variable (i.e. WS types) a significant effect on 

mental health. However, in model 3 we found the random slope for 

EPRES-E to be significant (0.07 [0.03, 0.16] M, 0.10 [0.05, 0.20] W), 

supporting that the association between EPRES-E and mental health 

varied across countries, both among men and women. Therefore, in 

model 4 we tested whether WS contributed to this variation through 

the inclusion of an interaction term between EPRES-E and WS. This 

interaction term was not significant among men, but it was among 

women. More concretely, the odds of poor mental health were 

significantly higher for women in EPRES-E quartiles 3 (OR=2.06 

[95%CI 1.23, 3.46]) and 4 (1.95 [1.18, 3.22]) of Central-Eastern WS 

than for their counterparts in Continental WS.  

Conclusions 

The aims of this study were twofold: first, to investigate the 

association between multidimensional PE and mental health in 22 

European countries, both among women and men, using a multilevel 

approach; second, to explore the interaction effect of WS in this 

potential association, again by women and men separately. 
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In line with previous research employing multidimensional measures 

of PE (Julià, Vives, et al., 2017) the results presented above highlight 

the gradual association between PE and mental health in both 

genders, whereby the greater the degree of PE the greater the 

likelihood of poor mental health. Notwithstanding, the magnitude of 

these associations was steeper in men than in women. This contrasts 

with the prevalences of EPRES-E and poor mental health, which 

were both greater among women. These findings therefore 

emphasize the need to incorporate a gender-sensitive framework 

when analyzing and interpreting the consequences of PE on mental 

health (Valero et al., 2020).  

Indeed, gender has extensively been identified as an important 

determinant of social inequalities (Marmot & Wilkinson, 2005). As 

such, women experience multiple sources of social disadvantage that 

place them into a more vulnerable position to access to and 

successfully perform in labor markets. That is, the cumulative 

interplay between these social disadvantages translates into several 

mechanisms that hamper women’s opportunities for career 

progression, including the gendered division of work and 

employment (Barnett & Hyde, 2001) and the gendered segregation 

of occupations, both horizontal (Hanson & Pratt, 1991) and vertical 

(Christofides et al., 2013). Consequently, as seen in our analyses, 

women fall into precarious jobs more frequently than men (L. Vosko 

et al., 2009; Young, 2010). But employment is not the only domain 

of women’s living conditions jeopardized by these social 

disadvantages (WHO Commission on Social Determinants of Health, 

2008), and all these domains combined generate a larger burden on 
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women’s mental health (Rosenfield & Mouzon, 2013). Hence, the 

greater prevalence of both PE and poor mental health observed 

among women potentially stems from the unfavorable position into 

which they are socially placed. Because of this same reason, though, 

women confront many other adversities beyond PE that negatively 

affect their mental health. This accumulation of social disadvantages 

might therefore underpin the smaller association between PE and 

mental health observed among women, compared to men. 

Our findings also reveal cross-country variations in the relationship 

between PE and mental health in both genders. However, variations 

in this relationship across WS were only found among women. More 

precisely, the adverse health consequences of PE among women were 

stronger in Central-Eastern WS than among their equivalents in other 

WS. Gender equality in Central-Eastern WS is an intricate topic. As 

mentioned before, the institutional, economic, and cultural structure 

of these countries is characterized by continued influences from the 

rapid transition from socialism to market capitalism. Former socialist 

regimes in these countries were strongly concerned with female labor 

market participation and gender equality (Pascall & Manning, 2000), 

involving opportunities for education, gender-specific workplace 

social protection schemes (e.g. maternity leave), and in-kind benefits 

such as childcare (Pollert, 2003). However, the traditional roles of 

gender remained in the private sphere and, generally, the actual 

capacity of women to actively drive this emancipation process was 

rather limited (Pascall & Manning, 2000). As a consequence, when 

market transition started to unfold, women bore most of its economic 

and social burden. Gender inequalities re-entered the public sphere, 
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showcased by a sharp increase in female unemployment –and those 

who kept their job were overstaffed in feminized occupations–, in the 

gender pay gap, and a decrease in their political representation 

(Kovačević & Šehić, 2015; Plomien, 2006; Pollert, 2003). While 

similar processes were present in European countries with other WS, 

including those deemed more egalitarian such as the Scandinavian 

(Daly, 2020), this back-and-forth experience of women’s 

emancipation in Central-Eastern WS could potentially have tainted 

their perceptions and expectations of participation in the labor market 

(Lokar, 2000). Thus, the stronger consequences of PE on women’s 

mental health in Central-Eastern WS, compared to other European 

WS, might be explained by this transition from socialism, which 

partially suppressed patriarchy in the labor market, to capitalism, 

which magnified it (Weiner, 2010). 

Aside from that, the fact that Scandinavian WS were not found to 

provide a buffer against the adverse mental health effects of PE, 

neither in men or women, suggests that their more protective and 

egalitarian policies are not sufficient for precarious workers, or don’t 

cover the precarious labor force. This aligns with existing research 

exploring other unfavorable labor market outcomes such as 

unemployment or temporary employment (Bambra & Eikemo, 2009; 

Shahidi, De Moortel, et al., 2016).  

There are some limitations in our study that ought to be 

acknowledged. First, the cross-sectional nature of our data impedes 

making strong claims on causality. Additionally, we cannot rule out 

a health selection bias (Bardasi & Francesconi, 2004). Second, we 
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relied on a self-assessed measure of mental health. Even though the 

EWCS data is rigorously harmonized (Eurofound, 2021), and the 

WHO-5 questionnaire has been empirically validated in a wide set of 

countries (Topp et al., 2015), health expectations and thus the criteria 

by which people assess their mental health might still vary cross-

nationally. Finally, our findings also indicate that WS (as we 

approached them) exerted no differential influence in the relationship 

between PE and mental health among men. Nonetheless, cross-

country variations in this relationship were observed. These 

variations might therefore be driven by specific welfare policies. To 

elaborate, the use of a typological WS approach allowed us to 

simultaneously consider the institutional, legal and cultural structures 

that shape people’s working and living conditions. Despite the 

advantages offered by this approach, it has a major drawback: the 

clustering of countries with different historical traditions and 

regulatory frameworks (Bergqvist et al., 2013). A striking example is 

the Netherlands and its flexicurity framework, which diverges from 

other Continental countries’ treatment of flexible employment 

(Shahidi, De Moortel, et al., 2016). Such particularities might have 

been overlooked in our analyses. Future studies should therefore 

explore this phenomenon from policy-oriented approaches. 

Despite these limitations, this study is the first of its kind to use a 

multidimensional measure of PE that has been empirically validated 

across countries (Padrosa, Bolíbar, et al., 2021). Furthermore, it 

points out that welfare states have a bearing upon processes that occur 

at the individual-level, ultimately impacting the health of workers. 

This urges national and international decision-makers to embrace 
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policies that minimize precarious forms of employment on the one 

hand, and that effectively counter the adverse health effects of such 

forms of employment on the other. Finally, it also highlights the 

strong need for a gender-sensitive perspective in the design, 

implementation and evaluation of these policies if more egalitarian 

and healthy labor markets are to be achieved. 
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Figures and tables 

Figure 1. Prevalence of poor mental health across EPRES-E quartiles 

(European Working Conditions Survey 2015, selected countries*). 

 

 

 

EPRES-E: Employment Precariousness Scale for Europe. Quartiles of EPRES-E 
from left to right: Q1, Q2, Q3, Q4. The size of the bubbles corresponds to the size of each 
quartile. *Countries included: Austria, Belgium, Croatia, Denmark, Finland, France, 
Germany, Greece, Ireland, Italy, Lithuania, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Norway, Poland, 
Portugal, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland and the UK. 
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Table 1. Sample characteristics (European Working Conditions 

Survey 2015, selected countries*). 
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M: Men; W: Women; SD: Standard 
deviation. *Countries included: Austria, 
Belgium, Croatia, Denmark, Finland, 
France, Germany, Greece, Ireland, Italy, 
Lithuania, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, 
Norway, Poland, Portugal, Slovakia, 
Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland and 
the UK. 
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Table 2. Multilevel models of mental health (European Working 

Conditions Survey 2015, selected countries*). 
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M0: intercept-only. M1: individual-level variables. M2: M1 + country-level variable. 
M3: M2 + random slope for EPRES-E. M4: M3 + interaction term. *Countries included: 
Austria, Belgium, Croatia, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Ireland, Italy, 
Lithuania, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Slovakia, Slovenia, 
Spain, Sweden, Switzerland and the UK.
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The current dissertation aimed to add to the research field of precar-

ious employment and health by developing, validating, and exploring 

the associations with mental health of a novel cross-national measure. 

Accordingly, the first objective of the dissertation was to adapt 

EPRES, a multidimensional measure of precarious employment 

(Amable, 2006; Vives et al., 2010, 2015), to the available information 

in the EWCS-2015 (Eurofound, 2021), as well as to test the psycho-

metric properties and construct validity of the ensuing measure (i.e., 

EPRES-E) in Spain. Thereafter, the second objective was to extend 

the validation of EPRES-E to the remaining countries covered in the 

survey. Finally, in the countries where EPRES-E proved valid, the 

third objective was to examine the association between EPRES-E and 

mental health both among women and men, taking into consideration 

the interactions with welfare states.  

This chapter is geared towards discussing the results of this work, 

both from a methodological and conceptual perspective, in an inte-

grated manner. That is, exposing the mutual complementarity and the 

dialogue between the findings of each research study to provide an 

all-embracing viewpoint of the contributions of this dissertation to 

the existing knowledge. The discussion is followed by a description 

of the limitations and strengths of the overall dissertation. Lastly, fu-

ture research lines and policy implications of the findings are out-

lined.  
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8.1 Main research findings 

The incorporation of the social determinants of health into the epide-

miologic and public health research agenda involved a major chal-

lenge. Due to their embeddedness in the broader context in which 

they are both shaped and experienced, the social determinants of 

health are dynamic and vary across national realities and population 

groups (Comisión para reducir las desigualdades sociales en salud en 

España, 2015; Dahlgren & Whitehead, 1992; Krieger, 2001). There-

fore, coming up with comprehensive measures that capture the full 

scope of each social determinant of health is a complex endeavor. 

Precarious employment is no exception. Yet, developing a measure-

ment instrument that can be applied meaningfully in multiple coun-

tries is a cornerstone to advance research in occupational and public 

health any further (Benach et al., 2016). More than that, the measure 

needs to be incorporated into data sources that are conducted on a 

regular basis in order to systematically retrieve data with which to 

design, implement, and evaluate employment- and health-related pol-

icies (Bodin et al., 2020). That being said, the current dissertation is, 

to my knowledge, the first of its kind to propose such a measure of 

precarious employment, namely, EPRES-E, which stands for Em-

ployment Precariousness Scale for Europe. 

Broadly, EPRES-E consists of 13 items sorted into six dimensions, 

i.e., temporariness, wages, disempowerment, exercise of rights, vul-

nerability, and unpredictability of working times.  
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As observed, the dimensions vary slightly from the ones included in 

the original version of EPRES (i.e., temporariness, wages, disem-

powerment, rights, exercise of rights, and vulnerability). First, the 

“rights” dimension is missing, due to the fact that no items were 

found in the EWCS-2015 questionnaire that conceptually reflected it. 

In contrast, a new dimension related to the unpredictability of work-

ing times was included. Briefly, the EPRES construct builds on the 

grounds that precarious employment is the materialization of the 

asymmetry of power relations between employers and employees 

(Amable, 2006; Korpi, 2006). Dimensions are thus the forms in 

which this asymmetry is made manifest. This broad understanding 

opens the door to the inclusion or removal of dimensions according 

to the specificities of labor markets while safeguarding the nature of 

the construct, in the sense that the manifestations of this asymmetry 

are tightly related to socioeconomic, political, and cultural patterns 

(Muntaner, 2016). In that behalf, the source of uncertainty posed by 

the unpredictability of working times, either due to employer-led de-

cisions, great workloads, or volatile work tasks, was not grasped by 

any of the other dimensions (Arlinghaus et al., 2019; Porthé et al., 

2010; Vanroelen et al., 2021). For this reason, the dimension was in-

corporated into the Belgian version of EPRES (Vandevenne, 2020) 

and was considered an insightful dimension to be added to the 

EPRES-E structure as well. 

It is also worth mentioning that the original proposal of EPRES-E 

included an additional item in the “disempowerment” dimension re-

lated to the setting of working times. Conceptually, the item was de-

vised to inform about the power position of workers in the bargaining 
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process. However, the response alternatives focused on the individual 

level, neglecting collective agreements and other fundamental forms 

of collective negotiation. These are crucial in the European context 

and determine the employment conditions of a large share of the 

workforce (Keune, 2006; Traxler & Mermet, 2003). This conceptual 

weakness was empirically reflected in the descriptive, psychometric, 

and confirmatory factor analyses, which showed poor results. As 

such, the item was removed. 

Aside from that, the version of EPRES-E detailed above demonstrat-

ed good psychometric properties and construct validity in the Spanish 

context. As a first relevant issue, all the 13 items proved to be unique, 

insofar as they did not retrieve redundant information, and were 

placed in its corresponding dimension. Dimensions, in turn, showed 

to be correlated with each other while also contributing distinctively 

to the configuration of the all-embracing construct of precarious em-

ployment. This is of special interest in the case of the new dimension, 

namely, “unpredictability of working times”, since these results em-

pirically confirmed its involvement in the contouring of the construct. 

On another note, almost all omega reliability scores were equal to or 

greater than the cut-off value set for acceptance, which is particularly 

insightful considering the low number of items conforming each di-

mension (i.e., 2 or 3). An exception was the reliability of the “exer-

cise of rights” dimension. Certainly, the dimension would benefit 

from additional items that grasped better the full breadth of rights that 

precarious workers have difficulty exercising, such as paid vacations 

or sick leave (Porthé et al., 2010). But these were not available in the 

EWCS-2015. Similarly, four out of the six dimensions (i.e., vulnera-
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bility, unpredictability of working times, disempowerment, and tem-

porariness) showed high floor effects, which pointed out the incapac-

ity of these dimensions to capture mild precarious employment situ-

ations. Ultimately, the share of non-response was below 3% across 

all the items except for those related to wages, which is a frequent 

shortcoming in survey research (Riphahn & Serfling, 2005). Despite 

these drawbacks, the overall structure of EPRES-E proved to be valid 

in confirmatory factor analyses. Therefore, the scale was considered 

a suitable measure of precarious employment in the Spanish context, 

both in terms of psychometric properties and construct validity. 

These findings set the grounds to extend the validation of EPRES-E 

to the other countries covered in the EWCS-2015. By means of multi-

group confirmatory factor analyses (Rudnev et al., 2018) and the sub-

stantive exploration of dimension and overall EPRES-E scores, the 

scale proved to be equivalent in Austria, Belgium, Croatia, Denmark, 

Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Ireland, Italy, Lithuania, Luxem-

bourg, the Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Slovakia, Slove-

nia, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, and the UK.  

This ought to be nuanced, though. While the first-order structure of 

the model (i.e., the dimensions) attained a sufficient degree of meas-

urement invariance or equivalence, this was not the case for the 

higher-order structure, that is, the overall EPRES-E structure. In 

other words, EPRES-E scores do not derive from the same combina-

tion of dimension scores in all countries. The substantive exploration 

of mean scores aided in illustrating this finding. Portugal and Spain, 

for instance, obtained similar EPRES-E mean scores. In the Portu-
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guese case, this was mainly triggered by high mean scores in the “dis-

empowerment” dimension, which aligns with the scarcity of collec-

tive bargaining schemes in the country, severely affected by the pol-

icies deployed within the framework of the Great Recession (Addi-

son et al., 2017). As for Spain, it was more a matter of “temporari-

ness”, echoing a significant distinction of the Spanish labor market 

(Polavieja, 2006). On that account, equal EPRES-E scores in these 

countries are likely to be reflecting distinct employment situations.  

Therefore, raw EPRES-E scores can only be meaningfully compared 

across countries if accompanied by the scores of each dimension 

(Chen et al., 2005). However, this was considered a strength of the 

measure rather than a hindrance. This malleability in the composition 

of overall EPRES-E scores confers the opportunity to capture better 

the contextual reality of each country, as illustrated by the examples 

of Portugal and Spain, while still being able to compare correlations 

and regressions across countries (Rudnev et al., 2018).  

Indeed, the substantive exploration of EPRES-E and dimension 

scores gave insights into the configuration of precarious employment 

in the 22 countries. The results suggested that although Scandinavian 

countries (i.e., Denmark, Finland, Norway, Sweden) enjoy solid col-

lective bargaining schemes, showcased by particularly low mean 

scores in the “disempowerment” dimension, the “unpredictability of 

working times” emerges as a striking labor market risk in this group 

of countries. Another suggestive finding was that employment rela-

tionships in the Central-Eastern European countries where EPRES-E 

proved valid (i.e., Croatia, Lithuania, Poland, Slovakia, Slovenia) 
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shared few aspects beyond being at the bottom end of European labor 

standards, at least in the 22 countries examined, insofar as they 

showed the poorest EPRES-E scores. While temporary contracts and 

low opportunities for worker representation were the main sources of 

precariousness in the Polish labor market, it was poor interpersonal 

relationships (i.e., vulnerability and inability to exercise rights) in 

Slovakia, and low wages in Slovenia. Low wages and the inability to 

exercise rights also stood as a matter of concern in Germany, proba-

bly related to the rise in minijobs and other forms of unprotected and 

low-paid part-time employment since the Hartz reforms were imple-

mented (Pfau-Effinger & Reimer, 2019). Finally, the contrasts in the 

Danish and Dutch approaches to flexicurity (Bekker & Mailand, 

2019) prompted unequal dimension mean scores. In the Danish case, 

their flexicurity system is centered at combining liberal redundancy 

regulations with high unemployment benefits and active labor market 

policies. This translated into high scores in “temporariness”, which 

was also the case for the Netherlands. However, the Dutch approach 

to flexicurity rather advocates for protecting temporary and part-time 

workers further, and this was reflected by high scores in “wages”10 

as well. 

 

10Note that the “wages” dimension is the combination of two indicators related to 

monthly wages and hourly wages (see chapter 7). Part-time workers have poor 

monthly wages regardless of their income per hour, insofar as their overall income 

is inherently lower than that of full-time workers. Therefore, countries with high 

percentages of part-time workers score higher in this dimension.   
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It is also worth mentioning that EPRES-E was found to be unappli-

cable in 13 (Central-Eastern) European countries, i.e., Albania, Bul-

garia, Cyprus, Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Malta, 

Montenegro, Republic of North Macedonia, Romania, Serbia, and 

Turkey. This is suggestive of the prominent distinctions between 

post-communist labor markets and those of their Western European 

counterparts (Haggard & Kaufman, 2008; Judt, 2005; Standing, 

1996). Indeed, the rapid transition from communist regimes to a mar-

ket economy that these countries experienced throughout the 1990s 

amplified the risks to which workers were exposed, both within and 

beyond the boundaries of labor markets (Eichengreen, 2007; Stand-

ing, 1996). These risks were not adequately captured by EPRES-E, 

inherently implying that precarious employment is configured by a 

different or extended set of features in this group of countries. It 

should still be noted that EPRES-E did apply in five Central-Eastern 

European countries, i.e., Croatia, Lithuania, Poland, Slovakia, and 

Slovenia. However, these happen to be, in general terms, the ones 

that share the most traits with Western European labor markets (Mrak 

et al., 2004; Orosz, 2019).  

A further requirement for a construct to be valid in a cross-national 

setting is to demonstrate consistent associations with related con-

structs in an expected direction (O’Leary-Kelly & J. Vokurka, 1998). 

As such, the relationship between EPRES-E and mental health was 

examined, separately by women and men, in the 22 countries where 

EPRES-E was applicable. In line with a growing body of research on 

precarious employment and mental health (Rönnblad et al., 2019; 

Utzet et al., 2020), EPRES-E was found to be associated with poor 
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mental health in all countries and genders analyzed. On top of that, 

these associations followed a dose-response pattern, aligning with 

theory of the social determinants of health inequalities (Marmot & 

Bell, 2016; Marmot & Wilkinson, 2005) and with the findings of 

analogous research tackling other health outcomes (Julià, Vives, et 

al., 2017). Accordingly, EPRES-E not only showed to be valid for 

comparative research but also an insightful tool to analyze the health-

damaging effects of precarious employment.  

Beyond that, the latter research study also offered insights on the un-

equal mental health effects of precarious employment on men and 

women. The prevalence of poor mental health was found to be greater 

among women than men, as was the degree of precarious employ-

ment. Contrastingly, the association between the two was found to be 

stronger among men. The fact that women are more frequently ex-

posed to precarious forms of employment than men is not a revelation 

(Menéndez et al., 2007; Vosko et al., 2009). The gendered division 

of labor, which makes women responsible for domestic and caring 

activities even in dual-earner family models, their lower representa-

tion in the political system and collective bargaining schemes, and 

other structural sources of discrimination against women constrain 

their opportunities in the labor market (Christofides et al., 2013; 

Korpi et al., 2013; Menéndez et al., 2007; Vosko et al., 2009). How-

ever, the pervasiveness of the male power structure results in multiple 

other sources of disadvantage outside the boundaries of paid employ-

ment (Weber & Parra-Medina, 2003). All these sources of disad-

vantage combined result in a greater burden of mental distress for 

women (Carmen et al., 1981). Yet, precarious employment in itself 
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may not be as determinant for mental ill-health as among their male 

homologues who, in their traditional role of breadwinners, are more 

strongly compelled to succeed in the labor market, both financially 

and socially (Creighton, 1996; Muntaner et al., 2009).  

Against this background, the role of welfare states and family poli-

cies emerges as an intricate topic, in the sense that they have the po-

tential to relieve women of reproductive tasks to pursue a profes-

sional career (Daly, 2020), on the one hand, and to redistribute re-

sources and assets to prevent or offset the adversities of labor markets 

(Shahidi, Siddiqi, et al., 2016), on the other.  

Drawing on a regime approach, none of the welfare states analyzed 

(i.e., Continental, Scandinavian, Anglo-Saxon, Southern, Central-

Eastern) were found to exert any differential influence on the rela-

tionship between EPRES-E and mental health among men. In con-

trast, among women, Central-Eastern European welfare states were 

found to aggravate the deleterious effects of precarious employment 

on mental health, compared to Continental welfare states.  

Central-Eastern welfare states are often regarded as contradictory in 

terms of family policies and gender equality (De Moortel et al., 

2014). That is, a central goal of the communist approach was to sup-

press gender constraints in the labor market by socializing reproduc-

tive activities and endorsing women’s opportunities for social repro-

duction. Nevertheless, structural adjustments to attain market-capi-

talism triggered the retrenchment of family-friendly policies, the pri-

vatization of childcare services, and the decline in the real value of 
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social benefits (Plomien, 2006; Pollert, 2003; Weiner, 2010). As 

such, in the transition from socialism to capitalism, women became 

particularly overburdened with productive and reproductive activities 

(Pollert, 2005). Undeniably, women’s double burden of work is al-

most ubiquitous in contemporary wealthy societies (Daly, 2020). 

Still, the tainted experience of women in Central-Eastern labor mar-

kets is likely to pose a greater toll on their mental health (Lokar, 2000; 

Pollert, 2005).  

Aside from that, the allegedly protective health effects of Scandina-

vian welfare states proved elusive in this study, both among men and 

women. It is worth mentioning that the idealized social-democratic 

model of the post-war era eroded substantially in recent decades, as 

a result of demographic, socioeconomic, political, and cultural trans-

formations (Fritzell et al., 2005; Kangas & Palme, 1992). However, 

Scandinavian welfare states still stand out as the most comprehensive 

and equitable and are therefore best suited to counteract the adverse 

mental health effects of precarious employment (Muntaner et al., 

2011). That being so, the findings suggest that welfare states may be 

ineffective in responding to the ever-changing needs of an increas-

ingly diverse workforce (Mackenbach, 2012).  

Overall, the work performed within the framework of this disserta-

tion contributed greatly to the existing literature by proposing a mul-

tidimensional measure of precarious employment theoretically sound 

and empirically valid in 22 European countries. It also weighs in the 

compelling debate of how, where and why precarious employment 

unequally affects the mental health of men and women. Undeniably, 
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there are some limitations of this work that warrant further investiga-

tion. Among others, future waves of the EWCS should address fur-

ther characteristics of employment conditions and relations to expand 

the viability of the scale in Central and Eastern Europe. Yet, the find-

ings are of interest to occupational and public health researchers, pro-

fessionals, and policymakers seeking to promote more equitable and 

healthy labor markets.  
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8.2 Limitations and strengths 

As said, this dissertation is not without limitations, and the results 

must be interpreted accordingly. First and foremost, EPRES-E is re-

stricted to the boundaries of formal salaried employment relation-

ships. In other words, it neglects other potentially precarious forms 

of employment such as informal employment and self-employment 

(Gevaert et al., 2021; Julià et al., 2019; Ruiz, 2018). However, the 

configuration of the precariousness of self-employment and informal 

employment is not yet well understood, particularly from a cross-na-

tional perspective (Benach et al., 2016). And this dissertation was 

aimed at adapting a sound conceptualization of precarious employ-

ment in an international and periodic data source, rather than advanc-

ing current knowledge on the determinants of precarious employment 

beyond formal wage-earning relationships. Therefore, broadening 

the scope of EPRES-E (and EPRES, by allusion) to include the self-

employed and informal workers exceeded the objectives of this dis-

sertation.  

In another instance, the EWCS-2015 was not designed for the spe-

cific purpose of measuring precarious employment. As such, the 

questionnaire lacked discerning characteristics of the precariousness 

of employment relationships. For instance, the rights to which work-

ers are (not) entitled. In the same line, the wording of the items and 

their response alternatives could not be reformulated to capture the 

nature of the construct better. Lastly, the placement of the selected 

EPRES-E items within the questionnaire was not successive. All in 

all, the overall psychometric properties and construct validity of the 
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scale proved to be acceptable in a large number of countries, but 

EPRES-E would still benefit from the incorporation of additional 

items and the unification of items within the structure of the EWCS 

survey.  

Another methodological limitation is the decision to assign equal 

weights to the dimensions (Benach, Vanroelen, et al., 2013; Muñoz-

Bustillo et al., 2011; Nardo et al., 2008). Nevertheless, there were no 

conceptual grounds or standardized methodological procedures to al-

locate weights in a more precise manner. Rather the opposite. While 

Amable’s (2006) qualitative study suggested that “vulnerability” and 

“exercise of rights” were the most significant dimensions in the con-

figuration of precarious employment relationships, the results of pa-

pers 1 and 2 pointed out that these were “temporariness”, “disem-

powerment”, and “wages”. In the absence of more compelling evi-

dence that illustrates which dimensions play the most important role 

in the experience of precarious employment situations, the procedure 

of equal weighting is the most recommended (Muñoz-Bustillo et al., 

2011). 

Moving on to the epidemiological findings, the cross-sectional nature 

of the EWCS-2015 posed two major threats to internal validity. First, 

cross-sectional data sources do not allow making strong claims on 

causality. Nor can reverse causality or the healthy worker effect be 

ruled out. The latter refers to the mechanisms by which workers with 

ill-health are clustered into precarious forms of employment or un-

employment, since they have fewer resources and assets to find and 

stay in high-quality employment relationships (Dahl, 1993). Yet, 
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qualitative (Bosmans, 2016; Porthé et al., 2010) and longitudinal 

(Jonsson, Muntaner, et al., 2021) research studies support the causal 

relationship between precarious employment and mental health. Sim-

ilarly, cross-national data do not capture the dynamism of precarious 

employment relationships. Precarious workers, by definition, change 

jobs and employment conditions far more frequently than stable, non-

precarious workers (Standing, 2011). This ever-changing situation 

has the potential to entail cumulative effects on the mental health of 

workers (Benach et al., 2014). However, it could not be apprehended 

in the current study.  

The second threat to internal validity lied in the fact that both the 

exposure (i.e., EPRES-E) and the outcome (i.e., mental health) were 

drawn from self-reported data. That being the case, subjectivity bias 

cannot be excluded. However, the findings reported in this disserta-

tion align with those of a similar study drawn from administrative 

data sources (Jonsson, Muntaner, et al., 2021). Therefore, subjectiv-

ity bias is unlikely to cancel out all the observed associations. 

To end with, the regime approach to welfare states employed in paper 

3 potentially oversaw the effects of national welfare states or specific 

welfare policies on the relationship between precarious employment 

and mental health (Bergqvist et al., 2013). Clustering countries ac-

cording to the characteristics of their welfare state structure permits 

the simultaneous assessment of multiple welfare policies and inter-

ventions (Esping-Andersen, 1990). On the negative side, however, 

the approach does not capture the particularities of each country. This 

could be solved by introducing a wide range of country-level 
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indicators related to individual social policies into the same analytical 

model. Yet, this procedure runs the risk of losing statistical power, 

particularly in multi-level analyses with few higher-level units (i.e., 

22 in this case). 

Despite these shortcomings, this dissertation has a number of 

strengths. Most importantly, it is the first of its kind to extend the 

validation of a multidimensional measure of precarious employment 

in up to 22 European countries. In the absence of an internationally 

agreed conceptualization of precarious employment, this was 

strongly required to advance comparative occupational and public 

health research any further. To that should be added that the short 

structure of the scale (i.e., 13 items versus 22 in EPRES) allows the 

possibility to incorporate EPRES-E in other large-scale or purpos-

edly-collected surveys where space constraints are a major issue. 

From a more conceptual perspective, the results obtained throughout 

the validation process also shed light on the configuration of precar-

ious employment in the European context.   

Another insightful strength is the use of a large data base representa-

tive of the population in employment in each of the covered coun-

tries. On top of that, the organizers of the EWCS pay meticulous at-

tention to the field work of the survey, in order to safeguard the ho-

mogenization of data within and across countries, and the minimiza-

tion of measurement, selection, interviewer, and other biases (Euro-

found, 2017). This allows the generalization of the results to the en-

tire formal salaried population within and between the countries 

where EPRES-E proved valid. 
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Lastly, this dissertation is based on a holistic conceptual framework 

of the social determinants of health (Comisión para reducir las 

desigualdades sociales en salud en España, 2015; Muntaner et al., 

2010) that pictures the intersections and interactions between struc-

tural determinants (e.g., welfare states), intermediate determinants 

(e.g., precarious employment), and the axes of social inequalities 

(e.g., gender) in the production of social inequalities in (mental) 

health. Understanding the relationship between precarious employ-

ment and mental health as embedded in the broader context in which 

both phenomena are shaped and experienced is a strength in itself 

(Benach et al., 2016). Beyond that, however, this all-embracing per-

spective allowed for a more comprehensive analysis and interpreta-

tion of the role of gender and welfare states in this relationship. Pre-

vious similar research addressed this intricate by stratifying the re-

sults both by welfare states and gender (De Moortel et al., 2014; Fu-

jishiro et al., 2021). The approach is definitively illustrative of the 

gender and health differential that precarious employment generates 

across welfare states. However, it only does so in a substantive man-

ner, neglecting the interactions between precarious employment and 

welfare states in the distribution of poor mental health across genders. 

The current dissertation thus adopted another methodological ap-

proach to this interaction, pointing out the additive effect that some 

welfare states may have on the health-damaging consequences of pre-

carious employment.  
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8.3 Future research lines 

The limitations outlined above put forward future lines for interdis-

ciplinary research. On a first account, the EPRES (and EPRES-E) 

construct should be expanded to encapsulate a broader share of the 

labor force, namely, the self-employed and informal workers. This 

requires the integrated effort of researchers, policymakers, and stake-

holders to engage in the complex endeavor of exploring the legal and 

regulatory system of each country that gives rise to unequal forms of 

self-employment and informal employment (and informal self-em-

ployment), the sources and manifestations of unbalanced power rela-

tions in these settings, the implications of the on-the-rise digital econ-

omy in the configuration of these forms of employment, and how all 

the above intersects and interacts to bring about detrimental experi-

ences of the employment situation.  

Likewise, it is necessary to expand current knowledge of the precar-

iousness of employment relationships in Central and Eastern Euro-

pean countries. In that regard, the allocation of further resources to 

build high-quality information systems to monitor employment con-

ditions and relations from a public health perspective in this group of 

countries is a cornerstone (Santoro et al., 2016). Future studies in this 

field of research should also examine the public-private divide in 

Central and Eastern European labor markets, and its consequences 

for the configuration and distribution of precarious employment 

(Lausev, 2014). 
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Occupational and public health researchers should also be devoted to 

exploring further the unequal burden that each dimension of precari-

ous employment represents for the health and well-being of the work-

ing population, in order to achieve a more precise weighting proce-

dure to calculate both EPRES and EPRES-E, as well as a better un-

derstanding of how and why precarious employment situations result 

in ill-health. As regards the latter, a promising strand of research pro-

posed the use of typologies, that is, clustering workers into rather ho-

mogeneous categories according to their employment conditions and 

relations (Van Aerden et al., 2016). Employing this approach could 

aid in providing a bigger picture of the health differential across dis-

tinct combinations of precarious employment conditions and rela-

tions (Vanroelen et al., 2021).  

Other than that, the construction and validation of EPRES-E ought to 

be reproduced in future waves of the EWCS. Validating the measure 

in different datasets will broaden the external validity of the measure. 

Moreover, it will allow the analysis of time trends and cross-country 

variations at the aggregate level, which is the first step towards a 

monitoring system of precarious employment (Benach et al., 2012). 

To that should be added that the seventh wave of the EWCS was 

fielded after the outbreak of the pandemic, in 2021 (Eurofound, 

2021). Therefore, validating EPRES-E in the EWCS-2021 gains par-

ticular importance to analyze the adverse consequences that the pan-

demic had and is still having for the precarious workforce (Matilla-

Santander et al., 2021). 
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In the epidemiological field, longitudinal studies that address the is-

sue of causality, on the one hand, and the cumulative effect of pre-

carious employment trajectories, on the other, are also strongly 

claimed for. This entails multiple conceptual and methodological en-

deavors to be addressed, though. First, precarious or low-quality em-

ployment trajectories are not confined precarious employment rela-

tionships. These also include the back-and-forth combination of un-

employment and precarious employment, or the downward mobility 

from high-quality to precarious employment relationships (Jonsson, 

Muntaner, et al., 2021), which are likely to pose a different toll on the 

health of workers. Second, precarious employment trajectories po-

tentially set in motion vicious cycles between health causation and 

health selection. That is, precarious employment trajectories that re-

sult in ill-health may be inherently reducing the employability of 

workers, selecting them into precarious employment relationships 

and starting over the cycle. Third, contextual (e.g., social benefits, 

income replacement schemes) and life-course-related (e.g., having 

children) variables that change over time have a strong bearing upon 

the experience of precarious employment (Clarke et al., 2007). Fi-

nally, longitudinal surveys or linked administrative data sources do 

not incorporate measures of precarious employment. The work of ad-

aptation and validation performed within the framework of this dis-

sertation may thus be of great interest to scholars who wish to engage 

in this strand of research. 

Qualitative studies could also expand the findings retrieved in this 

dissertation. The complex relationships between welfare states, gen-

der, and precarious employment in producing health inequalities are 
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difficult to address from a quantitative perspective. Qualitative anal-

yses are better suited to disentangle the macro-, meso-, and micro-

level mechanisms through which social factors affect health and well-

being. These also have the potential to shed light on the intersection-

ality of gender with the other axes of social inequalities in the em-

bodiment of precarious employment, which was not analyzed in the 

current dissertation (Weber & Parra-Medina, 2003).  

On a final note, future research ought to explore the gendered distri-

bution of precarious employment and its health effects from a non-

binary perspective. Non-binary individuals experience multiple 

sources of social disadvantage that place them in a more vulnerable 

situation to succeed in all life domains (Krieger, 2001). Yet, their op-

portunities and expectations in labor markets, as well as its potential 

health-damaging effects, remain largely understudied.  

Certainly, there are multiple other lines of research that should be 

explored, including the effects of precarious employment on the 

health of family members, the associations with biomarkers, and the 

identification of the pathways and mechanisms through which pre-

carious employment affects health (Benach et al., 2016; Bodin et al., 

2020). Those stressed above are just impressions of how the research 

performed within the framework of this dissertation can be advanced.   
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8.4 Implications for policy and practice 

“Health in all policies” is an interdisciplinary approach to public pol-

icies that systematically addresses the health effects of decisions, pro-

grams, and interventions (Leppo et al., 2013). It builds on the grounds 

that all public policies, and not only those directly related to health 

or the healthcare system, are determinant for the health and well-be-

ing of the population. As such, it aims to enhance the accountability 

of researchers, stakeholders, and policymakers for health conse-

quences at all levels of decision-taking, as well as to seek synergies 

to improve health. Policies directed at eradicating precarious should 

thus be framed within this holistic strategy. That being said, the re-

sults reported in this dissertation can aid in tailoring public policies 

to support the health of the working population in the European con-

text.  

A first action plan towards this goal relates to the need to implement 

high-quality surveillance systems of precarious employment to map 

the distribution of the phenomenon within and across countries, iden-

tify and prioritize public policy entry points, design and implement 

effective interventions, and evaluate their impact from an interdisci-

plinary perspective (Benach et al., 2012). This dissertation proposed 

a promising tool for this strategy. Moreover, the development and 

validation of EPRES-E can act as a methodological blueprint to draw 

similar tools from longitudinal large-scale surveys or administrative 

databases. Aside from that, the results stress the importance of 

strengthening public health research and surveillance capacities in 

Central and Eastern European countries (Cash-Gibson et al., 2020).  
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Efforts should also be centered at incorporating a gender perspective 

into the strategies to prevent or counteract the health-damaging im-

plications of precarious employment. This goes beyond the deploy-

ment of family-friendly policies and the suppression of gender dis-

criminatory practices in the labor market. Public policies devoted to 

this goal should tackle all life domains that have a bearing upon 

women’s experience in the labor market (Borchorst & Siim, 2002). 

For this all-embracing purpose, policymakers ought to integrate 

women in the decision-making process to enable them to actively 

drive their course of emancipation.  

On another note, the dialogue between employment regimes and wel-

fare states should be revisited to meet the ever-changing needs of an 

increasingly diverse workforce (Kolberg & Esping-Andersen, 1991). 

That is, welfare states have the potential both to narrow down and 

reinforce employment-related health inequalities (Muntaner et al., 

2011). Failing to capture a growing share of the labor force is likely 

to trigger the latter scenario. Therefore, more integrated approaches 

to social protection should range from broadening the scope of the 

employment protection legislation to incorporate old and new forms 

of precarious employment, to expanding the entitlement criteria for 

social transfers and benefits. These initiatives should be accurately 

tailored to reach all population groups.  

To all these points should be added that policymakers and other ac-

tive agents in the design, implementation, and evaluation of occupa-

tional and public health policies would definitely benefit from im-

proved channels of communication at an international level. Precari-
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ous employment is not a uniform phenomenon, nor are its health-

damaging effects. Lessons from national experiences are thus an in-

sightful source of policy recommendations. Besides, building an in-

ternational roadmap towards the eradication of precarious employ-

ment is imperative to deal with the challenges posed by the globali-

zation of economies.  

All in all, precarious employment stems from the unequal distribution 

of power and resources to the detriment of the working class (Mun-

taner, 2016). Therefore, the elimination or effective reduction of pre-

carious employment largely requires the allocation of power back to 

workers through policies that strengthen economic and labor democ-

racy (Dahl, 1985).  
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Several conclusions emerge from the results presented in this disser-

tation. First, the Employment Precariousness Scale for Europe (i.e., 

EPRES-E) proved to be valid for comparative research in 22 Euro-

pean countries, i.e., Austria, Belgium, Croatia, Denmark, Finland, 

France, Germany, Greece, Ireland, Italy, Lithuania, Luxembourg, the 

Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain, 

Sweden, Switzerland, and the UK. This is particularly insightful to 

advance current knowledge on the adversities of precarious employ-

ment from a cross-national perspective.  

Second, the combination of the dimensions or facets that make up 

precarious employment in these countries varies according to the so-

cioeconomic, political, and cultural characteristics of each country. 

As such, the multidimensional nature of EPRES-E allows to capture 

better the contextual realities of each country. 

Third, EPRES-E was not applicable in most Central and European 

countries, i.e. Albania, Bulgaria, Cyprus, Czech Republic, Estonia, 

Hungary, Latvia, Malta, Montenegro, Republic of North Macedonia, 

Romania, Serbia, and Turkey. The configuration of precarious em-

ployment in this group of countries therefore differs from that of the 

22 countries listed above. Further efforts should be devoted to disen-

tangling the features that shape precarious employment relationships 

in Central and Eastern Europe, and future waves of the EWCS ought 

to tackle a wider range of employment characteristics and relations, 

such as whether or not workers are entitled to statutory rights, to 

broaden the scope of EPRES-E conceptually and geographically.  
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Fourth, precarious employment, measured through EPRES-E, is con-

sistently associated with poor mental health. The relationship fol-

lowed a dose-response pattern in all the countries and genders ana-

lyzed, wherein workers in the most precarious employment situations 

were more likely to suffer from poor mental health compared to those 

in more the least precarious employment situation.  

Fifth, in the European context women are more frequently exposed 

to precarious employment and suffer from poorer mental health than 

men. However, the relationship between precarious employment and 

poor mental health is greater among men than women. Future studies 

are thus needed to identify the mechanisms through which precarious 

employment unequally affects the health of men and women.   

Sixth, contextual factors have a bearing upon the health-damaging 

effects of precarious employment. In the particular case of welfare 

states, those of Central-Eastern European countries appeared to ag-

gravate the deleterious effects of precarious employment on the men-

tal health of women, but not of men. Scandinavian welfare states, on 

the contrary, were not found to alleviate these adverse effects, neither 

among women nor men. The interaction between welfare states and 

family models and precarious employment in the production of ine-

qualities in mental health should be explored in more depth. 

To conclude with, precarious employment should be incorporated 

into official international, national, and regional policy to counteract 

its adverse health effects. This calls for interdisciplinary action tail-

ored to meet the specificities of labor markets and population groups. 
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Additionally, the unequal needs of men and women both within and 

outside the boundaries of labor markets should be taken into consid-

eration. Only by using this holistic approach will we effectively deal 

with the challenges posed by increasingly globalized, individualized, 

and, in sum, precarized labor markets. 
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Appendix I. Supplementary material of Paper 1 

Table 1. Item descriptive statistics of the proposed EPRES-E 

structure, N = 2,442 (Spain, European Working Conditions Survey 

2015). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

EPRES-E: Employment Precariousness Scale in the European Working Conditions 
Survey; SD: Standard Deviation;  a Item discarded after further analysis.
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Table 2. Item-subindex polychoric correlations of the proposed 

EPRES-E structure, N = 2,442 (Spain, European Working Conditions 

Survey 2015). 

 

EPRES-E: Employment Precariousness Scale in the European Working Conditions 
Survey; a Item discarded after further analysis; T: Temporariness; D: Disempowerment; V: 
Vulnerability; ER: Exercise of Rights; UWT: Uncertain Working Times; W: Wages. 
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Appendix II. Supplementary material of Paper 2 

Supplementary material 1. Share of informal employment and self-

employment by country (European Working Conditions Survey, 

2015). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Striped bars corres-
pond to countries where 
the Employment Precari-
ousness Scale for Europe 
(EPRES-E) does not 
apply. According to the 
structure of the European 
Working Conditions Sur-
vey, the share of informal 
workers only includes sal-
aried informal workers 
and does not account for 
informal entrepreneurs.
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Supplementary material 2. Distribution of the EPRES-E proxy-

indicators by country (European Working Conditions Survey, 2015).  

 Type and length of contract, N (%) 

  Permanent Temporary, 
long duration 

Temporary, 
short duration 

AUS 719 (92.3) 33 (4.24) 27 (3.47) 
BEL 1,813 (88.61) 94 (4.59) 139 (6.79) 
BUL 699 (89.5) 49 (6.27) 33 (4.23) 
CRO 629 (81.79) 65 (8.45) 75 (9.75) 
CYP 379 (84.22) 40 (8.89) 31 (6.89) 
CZE 614 (81.65) 59 (7.85) 79 (10.51) 
DK 762 (88.19) 41 (4.75) 61 (7.06) 
EST 718 (91.00) 49 (6.21) 22 (2.79) 
FIN 655 (88.39) 30 (4.05) 56 (7.56) 
FRA 1,078 (84.42) 61 (4.78) 138 (10.81) 
GER 1,488 (87.68) 84 (4.95) 125 (7.37) 
GRE 376 (86.24) 23 (5.28) 37 (8.49) 
HUN 679 (89.11) 32 (4.20) 51 (6.69) 
IRE 576 (86.49) 40 (6.01) 50 (7.51) 
ITA 668 (83.50) 52 (6.50) 80 (10.00) 
LAT 642 (88.55) 41 (5.66) 42 (5.79) 
LIT 778 (94.53) 31 (3.77) 14 (1.70) 
LUX 794 (92.43) 25 (2.91) 40 (4.66) 
MAL 562 (88.64) 34 (5.36) 38 (5.99) 
NL 623 (77.39) 59 (7.33) 123 (15.28) 
POL 548 (71.45) 152 (19.82) 67 (8.74) 
POR 494 (82.47) 41 (6.84) 64 (10.68) 
ROM 747 (93.96) 19 (2.39) 29 (3.65) 
SLK 702 (86.56) 45 (5.55) 64 (7.89) 
SLN 1,092 (85.31) 69 (5.39) 119 (9.30) 
SPA 1,684 (70.40) 239 (9.99) 469 (19.61) 
SWE 767 (87.56) 67 (7.65) 42 (4.79) 
UK 1,146 (92.57) 33 (2.67) 59 (4.77) 
MON 428 (72.67) 95 (16.13) 66 (11.21) 
FYROM 483 (81.18) 68 (11.43) 44 (7.39) 
SRB 448 (77.78) 67 (11.63) 61 (10.59) 
TUR 715 (90.05) 62 (7.81) 17 (2.14) 
NOR 765 (88.85) 49 (5.69) 47 (5.46) 
SWZ 749 (92.81) 32 (3.97) 26 (3.22) 
ALB 282 (82.22) 17 (4.96) 44 (12.83) 
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 Tenure, N (%) 

  >5 years 3 to 5 years 1 to 3 years <1 year 
AUS 430 (55.20) 94 (12.07) 154 (19.77) 101 (12.97) 
BEL 1,186 (57.02) 243 (11.68) 397 (19.09) 254 (12.21) 
BUL 408 (52.11) 108 (13.79) 192 (24.52) 75 (9.58) 
CRO 456 (59.14) 97 (12.58) 134 (17.38) 84 (10.89) 
CYP 196 (43.46) 65 (14.41) 123 (27.27) 67 (14.86) 
CZE 406 (53.14) 115 (15.05) 174 (22.77) 69 (9.03) 
DK 453 (52.01) 77 (8.84) 228 (26.18) 113 (12.97) 
EST 397 (50.44) 105 (13.34) 195 (24.78) 90 (11.44) 
FIN 457 (61.51) 85 (11.44) 149 (20.05) 52 (7.00) 
FRA 768 (59.49) 136 (10.53) 240 (18.59) 147 (11.39) 
GER 943 (55.80) 208 (12.31) 347 (20.53) 192 (11.36) 
GRE 237 (53.99) 59 (13.44) 98 (22.32) 45 (10.25) 
HUN 403 (52.54) 118 (15.38) 173 (22.56) 73 (9.52) 
IRE 422 (61.34) 61 (8.87) 136 (19.77) 69 (10.03) 
ITA 532 (67.26) 71 (8.98) 101 (12.77) 87 (11.00) 
LAT 339 (46.89) 109 (15.08) 195 (26.97) 80 (11.07) 
LIT 424 (51.52) 116 (14.09) 208 (25.27) 75 (9.11) 
LUX 530 (61.20) 92 (10.62) 184 (21.25) 60 (6.93) 
MAL 341 (53.45) 75 (11.76) 167 (26.18) 55 (8.62) 
NL 475 (58.28) 81 (9.94) 160 (19.63) 99 (12.15) 
POL 348 (43.66) 119 (14.93) 189 (23.71) 141 (17.69) 
POR 399 (65.95) 50 (8.26) 90 (14.88) 66 (10.91) 
ROM 373 (48.25) 138 (17.85) 198 (25.61) 64 (8.28) 
SLK 418 (53.05) 109 (13.83) 186 (23.60) 75 (9.52) 
SLN 891 (68.91) 119 (9.20) 184 (14.23) 99 (7.66) 
SPA 1,321 (54.43) 241 (9.93) 444 (18.29) 421 (17.35) 
SWE 457 (51.70)  101 (11.43) 235 (26.58) 91 (10.29) 
UK 623 (49.25) 152 (12.02) 311 (24.58) 179 (14.15) 
MON 333 (55.97) 86 (14.45) 108 (18.15) 68 (11.43) 
FYROM 318 (53.63) 77 (12.98) 124 (20.91) 74 (12.48) 
SRB 309 (54.12) 68 (11.91) 120 (21.02) 74 (12.96) 
TUR 245 (30.82) 153 (19.25) 285 (35.85) 112 (14.09) 
NOR 436 (19.32) 106 (11.99) 242 (27.38) 100 (11.31) 
SWZ 418 (51.41) 110 (13.53) 221 (27.18) 64 (7.87) 
ALB 116 (22.53) 56 (16.18) 98 (28.32) 76 (21.97) 
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 Trade unions, N (%) 
  Yes No Don't know 
AUS 404 (51.93) 357 (45.89) 17 (2.19) 
BEL 1,347 (64.27) 684 (32.63) 65 (3.10) 
BUL 240 (30.53) 495 (62.98) 51 (6.49) 
CRO 363 (46.42) 401 (51.28) 18 (2.30) 
CYP 174 (38.41) 269 (59.38) 10 (2.21) 
CZE 257 (33.42) 492 (63.98) 20 (2.60) 
DK 622 (71.41) 195 (22.39) 54 (6.20) 
EST 206 (25.81) 550 (68.92) 42 (5.26) 
FIN 542 (73.05) 173 (23.32) 27 (3.64) 
FRA 846 (65.33) 400 (30.89) 49 (3.78) 
GER 831 (48.43) 837 (48.78) 48 (2.80) 
GRE 176 (40.00) 250 (56.82) 14 (3.18) 
HUN 228 (29.57) 520 (67.44) 23 (2.98) 
IRE 347 (50.29) 319 (46.23) 24 (3.48) 
ITA 407 (50.25) 377 (46.54) 26 (3.21) 
LAT 262 (35.99) 403 (55.36) 63 (8.65) 
LIT 199 (24.15) 532 (64.56) 93 (11.29) 
LUX 569 (65.70) 251 (28.98) 46 (5.31) 
MAL 327 (51.09) 286 (44.69) 27 (4.22) 
NL 500 (61.27) 259 (31.74) 57 (6.99) 
POL 231 (27.83) 575 (69.28) 24 (2.89) 
POR 198 (32.30) 383 (62.48) 32 (5.22) 
ROM 315 (39.38) 442 (55.25) 43 (5.38) 
SLK 307 (37.26) 487 (59.10) 30 (3.64) 
SLN 792 (61.21) 470 (36.32) 32 (2.47) 
SPA 1,241 (50.82) 1,042 (42.67) 159 (6.51) 
SWE 727 (81.87) 128 (14.41) 33 (3.72) 
UK 590 (46.71) 608 (48.14) 65 (5.15) 
MON 315 (52.41) 270 (44.93) 16 (2.66) 
FYROM 264 (43.56) 322 (53.14) 20 (3.30) 
SRB 261 (44.77) 299 (51.29) 23 (3.95) 
TUR 157 (19.55) 627 (78.08) 19 (2.37) 
NOR 650 (73.45) 179 (20.23) 56 (6.33) 
SWZ 286 (35.18) 470 (57.81) 57 (7.01) 
ALB 98 (28.24) 231 (66.57) 18 (5.19) 
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 Meetings, N (%) 
  Yes No Don't know 
AUS 427 (54.88) 342 (43.96) 9  (1.16) 
BEL 1,215 (58.00) 824 (39.33) 56 (2.67) 
BUL 468 (59.47) 293 (37.23) 26 (3.30) 
CRO 336 (42.97) 430 (54.99) 16 (2.05) 
CYP 231 (50.99) 218 (48.12) 4 (0.88) 
CZE 418 (54.29) 344 (44.68) 8 (1.04) 
DK 645 (74.05) 211 (24.23) 15 (1.72) 
EST 453 (56.77) 328 (41.10) 17 (2.13) 
FIN 488 (65.77) 239 (32.21) 15 (2.02) 
FRA 761 (58.76) 508 (39.23) 26 (2.01) 
GER 958 (55.89) 719 (41.95) 37 (2.16) 
GRE 196 (44.34) 240 (54.30) 6 (1.36) 
HUN 201 (26.07) 549 (71.21) 21 (2.72) 
IRE 436 (63.19) 246 (35.65) 8 (1.16) 
ITA 376 (46.48) 416 (51.42) 17 (2.10) 
LAT 410 (56.40) 284 (39.06) 33 (4.54) 
LIT 428 (51.82) 367 (44.43) 31 (3.75) 
LUX 460 (53.12) 385 (44.46) 21 (2.42) 
MAL 343 (53.59) 285 (44.53) 12 (1.88) 
NL 482 (59.07) 305 (37.38) 29 (3.55) 
POL 299 (35.98) 513 (61.73) 19 (2.29) 
POR 200 (32.63) 387 (63.13) 26 (4.24) 
ROM 483 (60.38) 295 (36.88) 22 (2.75) 
SLK 438 (53.28) 371 (45.13) 13 (1.58) 
SLN 683 (52.78) 584 (45.13) 27 (2.09) 
SPA 1,134 (46.46) 1,216 (49.82) 91 (3.73) 
SWE 709 (79.84) 168 (18.92) 11 (1.24) 
UK 842 (66.61) 406 (32.12) 16 (1.27) 
MON 305 (50.75) 289 (48.09) 7 (1.16) 
FYROM 343 (56.60) 252 (41.58) 11 (1.82) 
SRB 251 (43.13) 315 (54.12) 16 (2.75) 
TUR 278 (34.62) 508 (63.26) 17 (2.12) 
NOR 635 (71.83) 223 (25.23) 26 (2.94) 
SWZ 423 (51.97) 369 (45.33) 22 (2.70) 
ALB 176 (50.72) 162 (46.69) 9 (2.59) 
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 Respect of boss, N (%) 
  Strongly agree Agree Neither Disagree Strongly disagree 
AUS 513 (66.19)  189 (24.39) 43 (5.55) 20 (2.58) 10 (1.29) 
BEL 1,172 (57.59) 628 (30.86) 122 (6.00)  68 (3.34) 45 (2.21) 
BUL 468 (59.77) 248 (31.67) 44 (5.62) 14 (1.79) 9 (1.15) 
CRO 356 (46.54) 301 (39.35) 75 (9.80) 18 (2.35) 15 (1.96) 
CYP 258 (58.11) 147 (33.11) 25 (5.63) 8 (1.80) 6 (1.35) 
CZE 377 (49.67) 271 (35.70) 83 (10.94) 21 (2.77) 7 (0.92) 
DK 652 (76.26) 144 (16.84) 31 (3.63) 19 (2.22) 9 (1.05) 
EST 357 (46.24) 330 (42.75) 60 (7.77) 20 (2.59) 5 (0.65) 
FIN 470 (63.86) 192 (26.09) 43 (5.84) 21 (2.85) 10 (1.36) 
FRA 721 (57.31) 393 (31.24) 50 (3.97) 48 (3.82) 46 (3.66) 
GER 971 (57.59) 550 (32.62) 111 (6.58) 36 (2.14) 18 (1.07) 
GRE 240 (54.79) 164 (37.44) 27 (6.16) 4 (0.91) 3 (0.68) 
HUN 395 (52.11) 205 (27.04)  112 (14.78) 30 (3.96) 16 (2.11) 
IRE 422 (62.89) 170 (25.34) 42 (6.26) 14 (2.09) 23 (3.43) 
ITA 226 (29.12) 457 (58.89) 75 (9.66) 12 (1.55) 6 (0.77) 
LAT 323 (45.30) 285 (39.97) 58 (8.13) 31 (4.35) 16 (2.24) 
LIT 299 (37.24) 367 (45.70) 117 (14.57) 17 (2.12) 3 (0.37) 
LUX 529 (62.38) 219 (25.83) 56 (6.60) 28 (3.30) 16 (1.89) 
MAL 413 (65.87) 151 (24.08) 43 (6.86) 9 (1.44) 11 (1.75) 
NL 557 (69.97) 185 (23.24) 26 (3.27) 15 (1.88) 13 (1.63) 
POL 276 (33.87) 424 (52.02) 86 (10.55) 19 (2.33) 10 (1.23) 
POR 451 (75.29) 112 (18.70) 27 (4.51) 7 (1.17) 2 (0.33) 
ROM 503 (64.65) 162 (20.82) 77 (9.90) 29 (3.73) 7 (0.90) 
SLK 256 (31.57) 415 (51.17) 105 (12.95) 28 (3.45) 7 (0.86) 
SLN 730 (58.54) 372 (19.83) 79 (6.34) 21 (1.68) 45 (3.61) 
SPA 1,706 (71.02) 463 (19.28) 149 (6.20) 39 (1.62) 45 (1.87) 
SWE 566 (64.91) 236 (27.06) 43 (4.93) 17 (1.95) 10 (1.15) 
UK 665 (54.20) 403 (32.84) 87 (7.09) 41 (3.34) 31 (2.53) 
MON 369 (63.73) 168 (19.02) 29 (5.01) 8 (1.38) 5 (0.86) 
FYROM 449 (75.46) 104 (17.48) 25 (4.20) 8 (1.34) 9 (1.51) 
SRB 340 (60.18) 158 (27.96) 43 (7.61) 11 (1.95) 13 (2.30) 
TUR 493 (62.25) 205 (25.88) 55 (6.94) 22 (2.78) 17 (2.15) 
NOR 705 (80.39) 126 (14.37) 20 (2.28) 18 (2.05) 8 (0.91) 
SWZ 456 (56.65) 279 (34.66) 50 (6.21) 11 (1.37) 9 (1.12) 
ALB 154 (44.51) 133 (38.44) 44 (12.72) 9 (2.60) 6 (1.73) 

 
 
  



 

 
306 

 Fair treatment, N (%) 

  Always Most of the time Sometimes Rarely 
AUS 442 (56.96) 247 (31.83) 54 (6.96) 33 (4.25) 
BEL 954 (45.98) 824 (39.17) 194 (9.35) 103 (4.96) 
BUL 410 (52.10) 269 (34.18) 71 (9.02) 37 (4.70) 
CRO 269 (34.71) 329 (42.45) 125 (16.13) 52 (6.71) 
CYP 157 (34.89) 172 (38.22) 79 (17.56) 42 (9.33) 
CZE 362 (47.14) 290 (37.76) 94 (12.24) 22 (2.86) 
DK 358 (41.29) 423 (48.79) 66 (7.61) 20 (2.31) 
EST 274 (34.86) 410 (52.16) 63 (8.02) 39 (4.96) 
FIN 300 (40.43) 384 (51.75) 45 (6.06) 13 (1.75) 
FRA 555 (43.33) 461 (35.99) 129 (10.07) 136 (10.62) 
GER 694 (40.82) 827 (48.65) 118 (6.94) 61 (3.59) 
GRE 140 (31.82) 229(52.05) 54 (12.27) 17 (3.86) 
HUN 353 (45.96) 304 (39.58) 66 (8.59) 45 (5.86) 
IRE 375 (54.35) 217 (31.45) 61 (8.84) 37 (5.36) 
ITA 356 (44.39) 308 (38.40) 78 (9.73) 60 (7.48) 
LAT 284 (39.89) 310 (43.53) 65 (9.13) 53 (7.44) 
LIT 295 (36.29) 328 (40.34) 146 (17.96) 44 (5.41) 
LUX 440 (51.04) 289 (33.53) 76 (8.82) 57 (6.61) 
MAL 292 (45.62) 235 (36.72) 82 (12.81) 31 (4.84) 
NL 426 (52.40) 320 (39.36) 42 (5.17) 25 (3.08) 
POL 289 (35.20) 328 (39.95) 138 (16.81) 66 (8.04) 
POR 297 (48.77) 221 (36.29) 68 (11.17) 23 (3.78) 
ROM 429 (54.51) 239 (30.37) 75 (9.53) 44 (5.59) 
SLK 154 (18.99) 380 (46.86) 201 (24.78) 76 (9.37) 
SLN 599 (46.54) 431 (33.49) 162 (12.59) 95 (7.38) 
SPA 1167 (47.87) 760 (31.17) 344 (14.11) 167 (6.85) 
SWE 412 (46.45) 367 (41.38) 80 (9.02) 28 (3.16) 
UK 586 (46.43) 478 (37.88) 151 (11.97) 47 (3.72) 
MON 344 (57.91) 193 (32.49) 39 (6.57) 18 (3.03) 
FYROM 351 (57.83) 157 (25.86) 64 (10.54) 35 (5.77) 
SRB 287 (49.57) 183 (31.61) 70 (12.09) 39 (6.74) 
TUR 291 (36.28) 252 (31.42) 138 (17.21) 121 (15.09) 
NOR 468 (53.00) 360 (40.77) 42 (4.76) 13 (1.47) 
SWZ 376 (46.53) 348 (43.07) 62 (7.67) 22 (2.72) 
ALB 79 (22.77) 184 (53.03) 59 (17.00) 25 (7.20) 
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 Scope to take a break, N (%) 

  Always Most of the time Sometimes Rarely Never 
AUS 197 (25.22) 160 (20.49) 112 (14.34) 123 (15.75) 189 (24.20)  
BEL 509 (24.59) 512 (24.73) 254 (12.27) 222 (10.72) 573 (27.68) 
BUL 104 (13.18) 121 (15.34) 177 (22.43) 175 (22.18) 212 (26.87) 
CRO 120 (15.40) 148 (19.00) 152 (19.51) 176 (22.59) 183 (23.49) 
CYP 94 (20.94) 91 (20.27) 133 (29.62) 76 (16.93) 55 (12.25) 
CZE 90 (11.72) 172 (22.40) 221 (28.78) 181 (23.57) 104 (13.54) 
DK 232 (26.73) 254 (29.26) 134 (15.44) 119 (13.71) 129 (14.86) 
EST 205 (25.69) 185 (23.18) 183 (22.93) 111 (13.91) 114 (14.29) 
FIN 223 (30.01) 253 (34.05) 95 (12.79) 98 (13.19) 74 (9.96) 
FRA 440 (34.06) 279 (21.59) 173 (13.39) 137 (10.60) 263 (20.36) 
GER 171 (10.00) 434 (25.38) 390 (22.81) 381 (22.28) 334 (19.53) 
GRE 34 (7.76) 72 (16.44) 137 (31.28) 121 (27.63) 74 (16.89) 
HUN 111 (14.45) 219 (28.52) 149 (19.40) 146 (19.01) 143 (18.62) 
IRE 160 (23.60) 162 (23.89) 98 (14.45) 73 (10.77) 185 (27.29) 
ITA 98 (12.10) 169 (20.86) 249 (30.74) 189 (23.33) 105 (12.96) 
LAT 143 (19.81) 145 (20.08) 236 (32.69) 100 (13.85) 98 (13.57) 
LIT 136 (16.50) 181 (21.97) 206 (25.00) 160 (19.42) 141 (17.11) 
LUX 329 (38.08) 170 (19.68) 77 (8.91) 82 (9.49) 206 (23.84) 
MAL 157 (24.84) 133 (21.04) 76 (12.03) 60 (9.49) 206 (32.59) 
NL 224 (27.65) 169 (20.86) 84 (10.37) 96 (11.85) 237 (29.26) 
POL 145 (17.55) 170 (20.58) 216 (26.15) 149 (18.04) 146 (17.68) 
POR 103 (16.91) 114 (18.72) 172 (28.24) 140 (22.99) 80 (13.14) 
ROM 156 (19.65) 193 (24.31) 218 (27.46) 143 (18.01) 84 (10.58) 
SLK 82 (9.89) 184 (22.20) 217 (26.18) 173 (20.87) 173 (20.87) 
SLN 240 (18.53) 189 (14.59) 196 (15.14) 228 (17.61) 442 (34.13) 
SPA 480 (19.83) 404 (16.69) 631 (26.07) 450 (18.60) 455 (18.80) 
SWE 202 (22.77) 225 (25.37) 202 (22.77) 143 (16.12) 115 (12.97) 
UK 328 (25.99) 298 (23.61) 192 (15.21) 157 (12.44) 287 (22.74) 
MON 56 (9.43) 67 (11.28) 144 (24.24) 189 (31.82) 138 (23.23) 
FYROM 123 (20.23) 114 (18.75) 90 (14.80) 85 (13.98) 196 (32.24) 
SRB 102 (17.59) 103 (17.76) 137 (23.62) 104 (17.93) 134 (23.10) 
TUR 177 (22.01) 192 (23.88) 209 (26.00) 126 (15.67) 100 (12.44) 
NOR 241 (27.26) 243 (27.49) 199 (22.51) 121 (13.69) 80 (9.05) 
SWZ 151 (18.62) 170 (20.96) 143 (17.63) 163 (20.10) 184 (22.69) 
ALB 28 (8.02) 53 (15.19) 114 (32.66) 89 (25.50) 65 (18.62) 
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 Hours off for personal or family matters, N (%) 

  Very easy Fairly easy Fairly difficult Very difficult 
AUS 235 (30.32) 256 (33.03) 165 (21.29) 119 (15.35) 
BEL 585 (28.27) 789 (38.13) 354 (17.11) 341 (16.48) 
BUL 128 (16.35) 385 (49.17) 162 (20.69) 108 (13.79) 
CRO 166 (21.45)  261 (33.72) 146 (18.86) 201 (25.97) 
CYP 72 (15.86) 142 (31.28) 179 (39.43) 61 (13.44) 
CZE 48 (6.28) 225 (29.45) 221 (28.93) 270 (35.34) 
DK 340 (39.35) 321 (37.15) 109 (12.62) 94 (10.88) 
EST 106 (13.45) 428 (54.31) 164 (20.81) 90 (11.42) 
FIN 240 (32.48) 344 (46.55) 84 (11.37) 71 (9.61) 
FRA 252 (19.70) 540 (42.22)  251 (19.62) 236 (18.45) 
GER 213 (12.61) 624 (36.94) 486 (28.77) 366 (21.67) 
GRE 30 (6.88) 139 (31.88) 191 (43.81) 76 (17.43) 
HUN 68 (9.03) 292 (38.78) 230 (30.54) 163 (21.65) 
IRE 232 (34.07) 275 (40.38) 95 (13.95) 79 (11.60) 
ITA 79 (10.09) 403 (51.47) 219 (27.97) 82 (10.47) 
LAT 124 (17.51) 355 (50.14) 136 (19.21) 93 (13.14) 
LIT 131 (16.17) 387 (47.48) 195 (24.07) 97 (11.98) 
LUX 205 (23.92) 370 (43.17) 163 (19.02) 119 (13.89) 
MAL 218 (34.33) 286 (45.04) 85 (13.39) 46 (7.24) 
NL 385 (47.77) 293 (36.35) 74 (9.18) 54 (6.70) 
POL 91 (11.23) 410 (50.62) 196 (24.20) 113 (13.95) 
POR 67 (11.06) 273 (45.05) 212 (34.98) 54 (8.91) 
ROM 98 (12.60) 389 (50.00) 237 (30.46) 54 (6.94) 
SLK 71 (8.71) 289 (35.46) 292 (35.83) 163 (20.00) 
SLN 287 (22.27) 417 (32.35) 226 (17.53) 359 (27.85) 
SPA 716 (29.82)  797 (33.19) 544 (22.66) 344 (14.33) 
SWE 357 (40.57) 339 (38.52) 126 (14.32) 58 (6.59) 
UK 377 (30.26) 521 (41.81) 194 (15.57) 154 (12.36) 
MON 54 (9.17) 123 (20.88) 197 (22.45) 215 (36.50) 
FYROM 207 (34.27) 232 (38.41) 89 (14.74) 76 (12.58) 
SRB 87 (15.18) 158 (27.57) 124 (21.64) 204 (35.60) 
TUR 143 (17.90) 385 (48.19) 211 (26.41) 60 (7.51) 
NOR 399 (45.44) 315 (35.88) 108 (12.30) 56 (6.38) 
SWZ 176 (22.80) 293 (36.76) 188 (23.59) 140 (17.57) 
ALB 28 (8.02) 125 (35.82) 146 (41.83) 50 (14.33) 
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 Schedule unpredictability, N (%) 

  No Yes, weeks in 
advance 

Yes, days in 
advance 

Yes, the day 
before 

Yes, the same 
day 

AUS 601 (77.25) 23 (2.96) 62 (7.97) 49 (6.30) 43 (5.53) 
BEL 1,730 (83.37) 48 (2.31) 143 (6.89) 91 (4.39) 63 (3.04) 
BUL 717 (90.76) 19 (2.41) 27 (3.42) 12 (1.52) 15 (1.90) 
CRO 558 (71.63) 31 (3.98) 84 (10.78) 71 (9.11) 35 (4.49) 
CYP 337 (74.23) 6 (1.32) 45 (9.91) 38 (8.37) 28 (6.17) 
CZE 529 (68.61) 39 (5.06) 126 (16.34) 56 (7.26) 21 (2.72) 
DK 707 (81.17) 28 (3.21) 42 (4.82) 28 (3.21) 66 (7.58) 
EST 580 (73.79) 43 (5.47) 105 (13.36) 36 (4.58) 22 (2.80) 
FIN 595 (80.41) 19 (2.57) 58 (7.84) 34 (4.59) 34 (4.59) 
FRA 1,017 (79.02) 40 (3.11) 101 (7.85) 67 (5.21) 62 (4.82) 
GER 1,215 (71.22) 59 (3.46) 280 (16.41) 105 (6.15) 47 (2.75) 
GRE 322 (72.85) 11 (2.49) 42 (9.50) 46 (10.41) 21 (4.75) 
HUN 589 (76.20) 20 (2.59) 86 (11.13) 53 (6.86) 25 (3.23) 
IRE 541 (79.21) 26 (3.81) 41 (6.00) 30 (4.39) 45 (6.59) 
ITA 663 (81.75) 36 (4.44) 75 (9.25) 32 (3.95) 5 (0.62) 
LAT 565 (78.58) 22 (3.06) 58 (8.07) 42 (5.84) 32 (4.45) 
LIT 606 (73.45) 94 (11.39) 103 (12.48) 13 (1.58) 9 (1.09) 
LUX 697 (80.76) 32 (3.71) 61 (7.07) 32 (3.71) 41 (4.75) 
MAL 575 (89.98) 8 (1.25) 28 (4.38) 14 (2.19) 14  (2.19) 
NL 686 (84.28) 44 (5.41) 45 (5.53) 19 (2.33) 20 (2.46) 
POL 564 (70.32) 45 (5.61) 99 (12.34) 70 (8.73) 24 (2.99) 
POR 462 (75.74) 16 (2.62) 58 (9.51) 54 (8.85) 20 (3.28) 
ROM 500 (62.97) 26 (3.27) 143 (18.01) 89 (11.21) 36 (4.53) 
SLK 505 (61.59) 53 (6.46) 104 (12.68) 101 (12.32) 57 (6.95) 
SLN 1,052 (81.30) 38 (2.94) 72 (5.56) 62 (4.79) 70 (5.41) 
SPA 1,943 (80.29) 88 (3.64) 163 (6.74) 130 (5.37) 96 (3.97) 
SWE 712 (81.28) 57 (6.51) 54 (6.16) 29 (3.31) 24 (2.74) 
UK 980 (78.78) 49 (3.94) 78 (6.27) 67 (5.39) 70 (5.63) 
MON 349 (58.36) 13 (2.17) 112 (18.73) 85 (14.21) 39 (6.52) 
FYROM 442 (73.18) 5 (0.83) 57 (9.44) 50 (8.28) 50 (8.28) 
SRB 374 (65.04) 27 (4.70) 91 (15.83) 51 (8.87) 32 (5.57) 
TUR 636 (79.80) 44 (5.52) 46 (5.77) 40 (5.02) 31 (3.89) 
NOR 746 (84.48) 35 (3.96) 49 (5.55) 29 (3.28) 24 (2.72) 
SWZ 540 (66.50) 57 (7.02) 114 (14.04) 63 (7.76) 38 (4.68) 
ALB 212 (61.27) 3 (0.87) 30 (8.67) 83 (23.99) 18 (5.20) 
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 Working times regularity, N (%) 

  Very high High Medium Low Very low 
AUS 244 (31.32) 163 (20.92) 136 (17.46) 129 (16.56) 107 (13.74) 
BEL 886 (42.45) 436 (20.89) 288 (13.80) 300 (14.37) 177 (8.48) 
BUL 583 (74.08) 55 (6.99) 66 (8.39) 42 (5.34) 41 (5.21) 
CRO 445 (57.35) 88 (11.34) 97 (12.50) 70 (9.02) 76 (9.79) 
CYP 276 (60.66) 70 (15.38) 48 (10.55) 39 (8.57) 22 (4.84) 
CZE 368 (47.85) 81 (10.53) 106 (13.78) 88 (11.44) 126 (16.38) 
DK 143 (16.47) 183 (21.08) 179 (20.62) 241 (27.76) 122 (14.06) 
EST 351 (44.83) 83 (10.60) 110 (14.05) 140 (17.88) 99 (12.64) 
FIN 254 (34.37) 124 (16.78) 120 (16.24) 140 (18.94) 101 (13.67) 
FRA 469 (36.27) 249 (19.26) 220 (17.01) 218 (16.86) 137 (10.60) 
GER 767 (44.80) 310 (18.11) 249 (14.54) 249 (14.54) 137 (8.00) 
GRE 298 (67.57) 52 (11.79) 43 (9.75) 39 (8.84) 9 (2.04) 
HUN 449 (58.16) 86 (11.14) 88 (11.40) 76 (9.84) 73 (9.46) 
IRE 336 (48.70) 117 (19.96) 79 (11.45) 93 (13.48) 65 (9.42) 
ITA 506 (62.47) 99 (12.22) 68 (8.40) 84 (10.37) 53 (6.54) 
LAT 418 (57.58) 88 (12.12) 80 (11.02) 62 (8.54) 78 (10.74) 
LIT 468 (56.80) 85 (10.32) 83 (10.07) 90 (10.92) 98 (11.89) 
LUX 401 (46.30) 192 (22.17) 122 (14.09) 90 (10.39) 61 (7.04) 
MAL 406 (63.74) 69 (10.83) 70 (10.99) 57 (8.95) 35 (5.49) 
NL 280 (34.36) 151 (18.53) 121 (14.85) 155 (19.02) 108 (13.25) 
POL 473 (57.26) 89 (10.77) 95 (11.50) 101 (12.23) 68 (8.23) 
POR 401 (65.42) 64 (10.44) 48 (7.83) 72 (11.75) 28 (4.57) 
ROM 481 (60.73) 110 (13.89) 84 (10.61) 68 (8.59) 49 (6.19) 
SLK 429 (52.38) 99 (12.09) 110 (13.43) 121 (14.77) 60 (7.33) 
SLN 618 (48.06) 197 (15.32) 163 (12.67) 163 (12.67) 145 (11.28) 
SPA 1,481 (60.82) 333 (13.68) 217 (8.91) 242 (9.94) 162 (6.65) 
SWE 242 (27.38) 156 (17.65) 132 (14.93) 243 (27.49) 111 (12.56) 
UK 562 (44.50) 225 (17.81) 156 (12.35) 200 (15.84) 120 (9.50) 
MON 361 (60.47) 57 (9.55) 72 (12.06) 63 (10.55) 44 (7.37) 
FYROM 415 (68.60) 67 (11.07) 53 (8.76) 35 (5.79) 35 (5.79) 
SRB 358 (61.83) 56 (9.67) 58 (10.02) 58 (10.02) 49 (8.46) 
TUR 603 (75.94) 50 (6.30) 41 (5.16) 56 (7.05) 44 (5.54) 
NOR 312 (35.37) 136 (15.42) 154 (17.46) 168 (19.05) 112 (12.70) 
SWZ 388 (47.90) 124 (15.31) 102 (12.59) 106 (13.09) 90 (11.11) 
ALB 267 (77.39) 35 (10.14) 13 (3.77) 21 (6.09) 9 (2.61) 
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 Come to work at short notice, N (%) 

  Never Less often Several times a 
month 

Several times a 
week 

AUS 431 (55.40) 267 (34.32) 70 (9.00) 10 (1.29) 
BEL 1,477 (71.22) 436 (21.02) 123 (5.93) 38 (1.83) 
BUL 528 (67.26) 203 (25.86) 39 (4.97) 15 (1.91) 
CRO 450 (58.06) 238 (30.71) 67 (8.65) 20 (2.58) 
CYP 280 (61.54) 119 (26.15) 40 (8.79) 16 (3.52) 
CZE 346 (45.11) 301 (39.24) 99 (12.91) 21 (2.74) 
DK 511 (59.01) 265 (30.60) 76 (8.78) 14 (1.62) 
EST 439 (55.43) 265 (33.46) 72 (9.09) 16 (2.02) 
FIN 439 (59.57) 232 (31.48) 52 (7.06) 14 (1.90) 
FRA 970 (75.37) 212 (16.47) 72 (5.59) 33 (2.56) 
GER 873 (51.11) 630 (36.89) 182 (10.66) 23 (1.35) 
GRE 269 (61.28) 138 (31.44) 23 (5.24) 9 (2.05) 
HUN 373 (49.08) 310 (40.79) 57 (7.50) 20 (2.63) 
IRE 395 (57.58) 197 (28.72) 75 (10.93) 19 (2.77) 
ITA 539 (67.12) 201 (25.03) 53 (6.60) 10 (1.25) 
LAT 425 (58.70) 230 (31.77) 57 (7.87) 12 (1.66) 
LIT 510 (62.27) 195 (23.81) 108 (13.19) 6 (0.73) 
LUX 528 (61.54) 248 (28.90) 57 (6.64) 25 (2.91) 
MAL 472 (74.33) 129 (20.31) 22 (3.46) 12 (1.89) 
NL 500 (61.80) 209 (25.83) 82 (10.14) 18 (2.22) 
POL 507 (61.90) 237 (28.94) 68 (8.30) 7 (0.85) 
POR 389 (64.19) 166 (27.39) 36 (5.94) 15 (2.48) 
ROM 439 (55.50) 269 (34.01) 65 (8.22) 18 (2.28) 
SLK 426 (51.76) 314 (38.15) 68 (8.26) 15 (1.82) 
SLN 845 (64.45) 330 (25.56) 94 (7.28) 22 (1.70) 
SPA 1,626 (66.91) 532 (21.89) 192 (7.90) 80 (3.29) 
SWE 525 (59.39) 259 (29.30) 79 (8.94) 21 (2.38) 
UK 761 (60.78) 319 (25.48) 125 (9.98) 47 (3.75) 
MON 269 (45.13) 196 (32.89) 84 (14.09) 47 (7.89) 
FYROM 387 (63.55) 149 (24.47) 55 (9.03) 18 (2.96) 
SRB 315 (54.50) 173 (29.93) 73 (12.63) 17 (2.94) 
TUR 444 (56.20) 198 (25.06) 86 (10.89) 62 (7.85) 
NOR 486 (55.04) 282 (31.94) 88 (9.97) 27 (3.06) 
SWZ 425 (52.66) 285 (35.32) 82 (10.16) 15 (1.86) 
ALB 125 (36.55) 133 (38.89) 62 (18.13) 22 (6.43) 
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 Monthly income, N (%) 

  High Medium Low 
AUS 200 (27.66) 320 (44.26) 203 (28.08) 
BEL 763 (39.72) 964 (50.18) 194 (10.10) 
BUL 349 (50.95) 288 (42.04) 48 (7.01) 
CRO 435 (70.05) 161 (25.93) 25 (4.03) 
CYP 209 (48.83) 173 (40.42) 46 (10.75) 
CZE 278 (48.26) 216 (37.50) 82 (14.24) 
DK 561 (65.85) 198 (23.24) 93 (10.92) 
EST 361 (51.65) 230 (32.90) 108 (15.45) 
FIN 418 (57.18) 255 (34.88) 58 (7.93) 
FRA 540 (42.86) 545 (43.25) 175 (13.89) 
GER 594 (38.60) 533 (34.63) 412 (26.77) 
GRE 279 (76.23) 73 (19.95) 14 (3.83) 
HUN 232 (52.49) 135 (30.54) 75 (16.97) 
IRE 346 (55.72) 162 (26.09) 113 (18.20) 
ITA 285 (48.31) 231 (39.15) 74 (12.54) 
LAT 285 (41.42) 282 (40.99) 121 (17.59) 
LIT 492 (62.04) 226 (28.50) 75 (9.46) 
LUX 295 (40.85) 285 (39.20) 147 (20.22) 
MAL 308 (51.08) 257 (42.62) 38 (6.30) 
NL 366 (48.28) 215 (28.36) 177 (23.35) 
POL 304 (48.64) 256 (40.96) 65 (10.40) 
POR 192 (38.71) 283 (57.06) 21 (4.23) 
ROM 539 (81.67) 117 (17.73) 4 (0.61) 
SLK 328 (48.24) 296 (43.53) 56 (8.24) 
SLN 314 (27.99) 572 (50.98) 236 (21.03) 
SPA 914 (47.33) 729 (37.75) 288 (14.91) 
SWE 567 (65.17) 221 (25.40) 82 (9.43) 
UK 559 (49.29) 342 (30.16) 233 (20.55) 
MON 129 (24.57) 320 (60.95) 76 (14.48) 
FYROM 447 (81.87) 82 (15.02) 17 (3.11) 
SRB 376 (84.49) 65 (14.61) 4 (0.90) 
TUR 730 (95.18) 28 (3.65) 9 (1.17) 
NOR 288 (33.18) 396 (45.62) 184 (21.20) 
SWZ 406 (58.76) 184 (26.63) 101 (14.62) 
ALB 173 (55.81) 99 (31.94) 38 (12.26) 
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 Hourly income, N (%) 

  High Medium Low 
AUS 161 (22.27) 404 (55.88) 158 (21.85) 
BEL 280 (14.58) 1,114 (57.99) 527 (27.43) 
BUL 362 (52.85) 263 (38.39) 60 (8.76) 
CRO 107 (17.23) 278 (44.77) 236 (38.00) 
CYP 174 (40.65) 165 (38.55) 89 (20.79) 
CZE 213 (36.98) 268 (46.53) 95 (16.49) 
DK 121 (14.20) 501 (58.80) 230 (27.00) 
EST 290 (41.49) 250 (35.77) 159 (22.75) 
FIN 192 (26.27) 416 (56.91) 123 (16.83) 
FRA 325 (25.79) 616 (48.89) 319 (25.32) 
GER 257 (16.70) 709 (46.07) 573 (37.23) 
GRE 72 (19.67) 131 (35.79) 163 (44.54) 
HUN 65 (14.71) 155 (35.07) 222 (50.23) 
IRE 113 (18.20) 278 (44.77) 230 (37.04) 
ITA 114 (19.32) 343 (58.14) 133 (22.54) 
LAT 232 (33.72) 245 (35.61) 211 (30.67) 
LIT 443 (55.86) 230 (29.00) 120 (15.13) 
LUX 328 (45.12) 295 (40.58) 104 (14.31) 
MAL 184 (30.51) 323 (53.57) 96 (15.92) 
NL 175 (23.09) 446 (58.84) 137 (18.07) 
POL 130 (20.80) 212 (33.92) 283 (45.28) 
POR 161 (32.46) 280 (56.45) 55 (11.09) 
ROM 156 (23.64) 293 (44.39) 211 (31.97) 
SLK 176 (25.88) 331 (48.68) 173 (25.44) 
SLN 265 (23.62) 459 (40.91) 398 (35.47) 
SPA 476 (24.65) 998 (51.68) 457 (23.67) 
SWE 144 (16.55) 532 (61.15) 194 (22.30) 
UK 310 (27.34) 487 (42.95) 337 (29.72) 
MON 102 (19.43) 223 (42.48) 200 (38.10) 
FYROM 148 (27.11) 166 (30.40) 232 (42.49) 
SRB 111 (24.94) 152 (34.16) 182 (40.90) 
TUR 143 (18.64) 207 (26.99) 417 (54.37) 
NOR 49 (5.65) 365 (42.05) 454 (52.30) 
SWZ 254 (36.76) 341 (49.35) 96 (13.89) 
ALB 184 (59.35) 87 (28.05) 39 (12.58) 
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